Georgia Southern
University Faculty Senate
Meeting
November 18, 2021 | 4:00 – 6:00 p.m.
Zoom Link for Non-Voting Attendees:
https://georgiasouthern.zoom.us/j/92447726513

Zoom Link for Panelists will be sent out on Wednesday, November 17, 2021

Pre-Meeting Notes:
1) Read all reports, motions, and discussions included in this agenda before the meeting.
2) Be able to access copies during the meeting. Copies will not be shown online during
meetings.
3) To allow everyone a chance to participate, and to conduct the meeting in a timely
manner, please limit yourself to two talking points per item. No talking point should
exceed two minutes.
4) Faculty Senate meetings this year will be virtual. The meeting starts promptly at 4pm,
which means everyone should be online by that time. The meeting space will be open
with IT staff available 30 minutes prior to the starting time to help with any technical
issues you may have prior to the meeting.
5) This meeting will be run as a virtual Video Webinar through Zoom with all Senators
and select administrators as Panelist.
6) Senators and invited guests must join with video with full name and college
affiliation. Video should be on when speaking.
7) As a Senator, if you cannot attend, it is your responsibility to confirm a substitution
with the Alternates from your college. The name and email address of the alternate
must be provided to the Faculty Senate Office 48 hours prior to the meeting to ensure
that they receive the appropriate link to sit on the panel and vote.
8) Alternates may vote only if they are representing another Senator.
9) Please raise your hand via the link at the bottom of the Zoom webpage to be
recognized to speak.
10) All Faculty Senate meetings are recorded.
11) All submissions to the Chat box will become part of the official minutes of the meeting.
12) Edited Minutes will be distributed.

AGENDA
4:00

I.

CALL TO ORDER

4:01

II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Pages 1-2)

4:02

III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES / October 27, 2021
(Kowalewski, Senate Secretary) [Pages 72 – 79]

4:03

IV.

4:10

V.

LIBRARIAN’S REPORT / November 3, 2021 (Terry, FS
Librarian) [Pages 3 – 48]
FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
REPORT
UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. NONE
NEW BUSINESS
A. REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
i. Employee perks on each campus (Konkle) [Pages 49
– 50]
ii. Academic contract inconsistency? (Shank) [Pages 51
– 52
B. DISCUSSION ITEMS
i. Proposed Student Rating of Instruction (SRI) from
the Senate Ad Hoc Committee (Hendrix) [Pages 53 –
57]
ii. Selection of the GS institutional nominee for the
Regent's Teaching Excellence Awards for Online
Teaching (Botnaru) [Pages 58 – 66]
iii. Lecturer Salary Inequity Concerns (Konkle) [Pages
67 – 69]
iv. Discussion of most recent salary study, upcoming
salary study, and priorities for future adjustments
(Dawers) [Pages 70 – 71]
C. Motions
i. None

5:25

VI.

5:40

VII.

5:55

VIII.

6:00

IX.

PRESIDENT’S REPORT (Dr. Kyle Marrero, President)
PROVOST’S REPORT (Dr. Carl Reiber, Provost, VPAA)
ANNOUNCEMENTS AND UPDATES
ADJOURNMENT

Georgia Southern University Faculty Senate
Librarian’s Report
November 3rd, 2021

Standing Committees

Page

FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES ..................................................................................................... 2
FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE ............................................................................................................................. 6
FACULTY SERVICE COMMITTEE ................................................................................................................................ 8
FACULTY SENATE WELFARE COMMITTEE ............................................................................................................... 10
GENERAL EDUCATION AND CORE CURRICULUM ................................................................................................... 13
GRADUATE COMMITTEE MINUTES......................................................................................................................... 17
STUDENT SUCCESS COMMITTEE............................................................................................................................. 26
UNDERGRADUATE COMMITTEE ............................................................................................................................. 29

Submitted respectfully by Robert Terry, Faculty Senate Librarian, in preparation for the November 8,
2021 meeting of the Georgia Southern Faculty Senate.

1

FACULTY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES
October 19, 2021
11:00am to 1:00pm
Zoom
Present:
Faculty: Diana Botnaru (WCHP); Kristen Dickens (COE); Nikki DiGregorio (CBSS);Lauren
McMillan (University Libraries); Joanna Schreiber (CAH); Jian Zhang (JPHCOPH); Hongjun
Su (COE); Rob Terry (CAH).
Faculty Center Staff: Patricia Hendirx, Teresa Durham
Guests: None.

Absent: Deborah Walker (Faculty Center), Mariana Saenz (COB); Shijun Zheng(COSM). A
quorum was present for voting purposes.

I. CALL TO ORDER
a. Dr. Botnaru called the meeting to order at 11:04 am.

II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
a. Dr. Zhang made a motion to approve the agenda as written.
b. Dr. Schreiber made a second and the motion to approve the agenda was
passed.
III. CHAIR’S UPDATE
a. No update.
IV. OLD BUSINESS
A. GS Teaching and Academic Excellence awards found at
https://www.georgiasouthern.edu/gsawards/
• Guidelines: Application_Academic Excellence and Application Excellence in
Teaching awards
• Rubric: Rubric
• Due date for submissions: annually, fall semester (tentative 12/1/2021)
• Due date for decisions to be sent out: March 1, 2022 (tentative)
• FDC meeting for review: tentatively January or February meeting
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•

Nomination pathway for Felton Jenkins, Jr. Hall of Fame Faculty Awards
o The FDC has historically been responsible for identifying the nominee
forthe Hall of Fame Faculty awards. This nominee is the highest
scorer between the GS Excellence in Teaching and Academic
Excellence awardwinners.
o 2021 nominee: Heidi Eisenreich, COSM.

B. Regents’ Teaching Excellence Awards for Online Teaching
•

The FDC is creating a procedure for this award, will review proposals and willbe
responsible to choose the GS institutional nominee.
o The committee will create the process 2021-2022 and nominate the first
person in the fall 2022.
• Guidelines: Application Guidelines
• Rubric: Award rubric
• Due date for submissions: annually; not established
• Due date for decisions: not established
• FDC meeting for review: not established (tentatively March meeting)
• Dr. Terry motioned to have the guidelines/rubric/process reviewed in the Faculty
Senate. Lauren McMillan seconded the motion. Eight voted in favor.None opposed.
The motion passed unanimously.
C. Outstanding SoTL Scholar
•

Nomination pathway for the Regents’ Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
Awards - The Faculty Center, in conjunction with the SoTL Leadership Team, hosts
a call for a SoTL Scholar that is chosen each spring.The winner of the GS
Outstanding SoTL Scholar has historically become thenominee for this Regents'
Award. 2021 nominee is Nikki DiGregorio, CBSS.

V. NEW BUSINESS
A. Dr. Botnaru shared questions received from a Faculty Development Grant faculty
applicant wanting information on how to improve proposals for future grant funding.
Discussion on if/how information could be shared with applicants on how to improve
their proposals and what feedback may be shared. Committee decided to include
rationale in the minutes and in letters to applicants whose proposals did not receive
funding in the future.
a. Dr. Dickens will make notes in the Spring minutes to add in rationale for
unfunded proposals and clarification that the money can only be used forwhat was
requested in the proposal.

VI. OTHER
VII. ANNOUNCEMENTS
No other announcements.
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VIII. ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned on October 19, 2021 at
12:07 pm. A motion to adjourn was made by Dr. Terry and Dr. DiGregorioseconded the
motion. All voted in favor to adjourn.
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Minutes were approved by an
electronic vote of Committee
Members on 10-21-2021
Vote Record Note: Motion to
approve by Robert Terry
Seconded by Nikki DeGregorio
All voting in favor: unanimous

Respectfully submitted,
Date: 10/21/2021
Diana Botnaru, MD, FDC Committee Chair
Kristen Dickens, PhD, Scribe
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FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE

Minutes
October 15, 2021 - 12:00 – 2:00 PM
Virtual meeting via Zoom
Workspace
Attendance:
Name

Delegate

Term
expiration

Antonio Gutierrez de
Blume – Elected Chair
Caroline Hopkinson
Marcel Maghiar

College of Education (COE)

5 - 2022

Attendance
Present
Present

University Libraries
Allen E. Paulson College of Engineering and
Computing
College of Arts and Humanities
College of Behavioral and Social Sciences (CBSS)
Senate Representative

5.2022
5 - 2022

Present
Present

5 - 2022
5 - 2022
5.2022

Present
Present

Senate Representative (Serving as alternate for
fall semester)
College of Science and Mathematics (COSM)
Parker College of Business (COB)
Waters College of Health Professions
Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health (JPHCOPH)
Provost Delegate

5.2022

Present

Mary Villeponteaux
Jeff Klibert
Brett Curry

Joshua Kennedy
John Carroll
John Barkoulas
Mary (Estelle) Bester
Asli Aslan
Ele Haynes

5.2022
5.2023
5.2023
5.2022
Ex Off.

Absent

Absent
due to
teaching
conflict

Absent
Present
Absent

Absent
Absent

Present

1) CALL TO ORDER - Meeting was called to order at 12:00 PM by Chair, Dr. Antonio Gutierrez de
Blume.
2) APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF 9/17/21 – Minutes were approved by the committee via email and
sent to the Senate Librarian on 9/29/21.
3) CHAIR’S UPDATE - Dr. Antonio Gutierrez de Blume
a) The Chair would like to thank John Carroll and Estelle Bester for their initiative and extra efforts to
collect and compile publication cost assistance data.
b) The University Awards nomination window has not yet been announced. The committee is amenable
to the committee update of the research award definitions (See old business)
4) OLD BUSINESS
a) Excellence Award Process and Rubric Subcommittee
i) Discussion:
(1) University award committee leadership has changed. Trish Holt and Trina Smith are the new
co-chairs. In response to the chairs inquiry, they confirmed that the FRC committee has
authorization to update the award title, description and rubric as long as they remain aligned
with the University strategic pillars.
(2) The changes to the awards will likely not take effect until the 2022-23 academic year.
(3) The nomination window dates have not yet been announced. They are anticipated to be
released soon.
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ii) Action: The committee will utilize a subcommittee to review the award rubrics in light of
committee prior discussion and make recommendations to the committee concerning award
descriptions and rubric adjustments.
(1) Committee volunteers: Antonio Gutierrez de Blume and Mary Villeponteaux.
(2) Subcommittee will meet on Oct. 27 at 2:30. The subcommittee goal will be to produce a
draft for committee review in advance of the next committee meeting.
5) Publication Fund Review Committee Report
a) Discussion: Publication funding structures have changed over time as open access models evolve.
The publication assistance fund guidelines have not been updated or the funding mechanism
evaluated in several years. The committee gathered faculty experience data from the individual
colleges to make an informed recommendation for publication assistance update.
b) Action: The committee will utilize a subcommittee to do a deeper review of the uploaded data by
committee members and digest the data to provide an executive summary of sorts of the results.
i) Committee appointees: Antonio Gutierrez de Blume, John Carroll and Estelle Bester.
ii) The subcommittee goal will be to analyze the data and make recommendations for program
updates for review at the next committee meeting.
6) NEW BUSINESS
a) None
7) ANNOUNCEMENTS and OTHER BUSINESS
i) Good of the order - None
ii) Future action items:
(1) November - assignment of Excellence Award applications anticipated

8) ADJOURNMENT-Committee adjourned at <12:39 pm> <Minutes will be sent to committee for
approval via email and submitted for the Faculty Senate Librarians Report. Minutes approved by the
committee via email and uploaded to the Senate Librarians Report on 10/19/21>
*<<Faculty Research Committee>> meetings are not recorded.>>
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FACULTY SERVICE COMMITTEE
(University-Level Committee)
Notes from 18 OCTOBER 2021; 9AM-11AM; Zoom meeting

Attendance
Members Present:
1. Sheri Carey; Health Professions; scarey@georgiasouthern.edu
2. Gwendolyn “Denise” Carroll; Biology; gdcarroll@georgiasouthern.edu
3. Nicholas “Nick” Holtzman; Psychology; nholtzman@georgiasouthern.edu
4. Marcel Ilie; Mechanical Engineering, milie@georgiasouthern.edu
5. Autumn Johnson; Libraries; autumnjohnson@georgiasouthern.edu
6. Jessica Mutchler; Health Professions; jmutchler@georgiasouthern.edu
7. Michelle Reidel, Middle Grades & Sec Ed; mreidel@georgiasouthern.edu
Members Absent:
1. Kwabena Boakye; Business; kboakye@georgiasouthern.edu
● Teaching schedule conflict – did submit ratings for proposals
2. Kristina Harbaugh; Health Policy & Comm. Health;kharbaugh@georgiasouthern.edu
● New assignment – awaiting replacement
Administrators Present:
1. Tabitha “Atmore” West; tatmore@georgiasouthern.edu
2. Cindy Groover; cgroover@georgiasouthern.edu
General Notes
The notes from the last meeting were approved. Dr. Sheri Carey made a motion to approve. Autumn
Johnson seconded. The notes were then approved.
Discussion then ensued regarding how to change/adopt rubrics for rating. It was ultimately decided that
we’d handle this via email.
The main purpose of this meeting is to allocate funds to proposals. We have 10 proposals to evaluate as to
whether they will get funded (A through J). Because we have $31,982 to disperse across the academic year
(Fall ‘21 & Spring ‘22), and because we typically allocate 60% in fall, we intend to allocate approximately
$31,982*(.60) = $19,189.20 during this meeting (i.e., for Fall proposals).
We did have a charge of $417.90 from last year because apparently a student had to be paid after the fiscal
year cutoff. Tabitha will contact the grant recipient to discuss and resolve this matter.
Questions About the Process
Dr. Sheri Carey: Can we distribute funds to the same projects, year after year?
Tabitha West: Yes, unless the members decide not to.
Dr. Reidel: Is it tradition to fund lots of projects, or just a few big projects?
Tabitha: Either way has been done before. It varies by committee and how the committees make decisions.
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Dr. Autumn Johnson: Is the summer assistantship through COGS a Grad Assistant or student worker?
They’re different cash amounts.
Tabitha: You can have student worker funds for graduate students.
Discussion of Proposals and Allocation Decisions
There were ten proposals to discuss. After discussion of each proposal, the committee decided to fully fund
three proposals, partially fund six proposals, and not fund one proposal.
Proposal “F” discussion of restrictions: Question about ads in the Statesboro Herald--reduce to 3 ads instead
of 6 ads and reduce posters & cards by half, so just $50. Ultimately, no formal denied budget items.
Proposal “G” discussion of restrictions: Approval of budget items except funds for a graduate assistant.
Proposal “J” discussion of restrictions: Committee agreed we will include a note to the proposal authors that
funds cannot go toward the conference.
Proposal “H” discussion of restrictions: Funding can only cover the five faculty members and not teacher
candidates. No funding approved for mileage of extra vehicles, food service and setup charge, or registration
fees beyond the faculty members.
Proposal “I” discussion of restrictions: Author requesting funds to attend conference to present research,
therefore, no funds were approved. Suggest applying for a research travel grant.
___________________________________________
TOTAL DISPERSED IN FALL 2021: $23,674.39
Timeline and Duties
December 1st-4th
Round 2-1st Call for proposals via GSFAC
January 4th-8th
2nd Call for proposals via GSFAC
February 5th
Proposal deadline
February 19th
Committee allocation meeting
Notes taken by: Nick Holtzman, Psychology, CBSS
Revised and submitted by: Jessica Mutchler, Health Sciences and Kinesiology, WCHP
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FACULTY SENATE WELFARE COMMITTEE
Meeting Agenda
10/13/2021
2021-2022 FWC
1:00-3:00 pm
Location: Zoom
FWC Members Present:

Leticia McGrath

Amanda Konkle

R. Zhang

Marieke Van Willigan
Mark Hanna
Diana Cone
Dziyana Nazaruk
Ria Ramoutar

Lei Chen
Lili Li
Amy Potter, COSM
Betsy Barrow
Samuel Opoku

Pamela Mahan
Dawn Tysinger

I.

Call to Order: Amanda Konkle called to order: 1:05

II.
Approval of Agenda
Betsy motioned, Marieke second. No discussion- motion passed
III.

Faculty Welfare New Business
A. Betsy moved that Marieki step down and Leti take the position as Co-Chair, Pam seconds.
Unanimously approved.
B. Regents voted today to pass the changes to post-tenure review. Most significant change was
language to clarify how a tenured faculty could be let go without cause and Tristan said in the
meeting that after getting feedback that was as part of the post-tenure review process. They have
updated that it is related to post-tenure review process. There was also change not discussed at
the meeting that added you have to be satisfactory in 3 out of 4 areas instead of 2/3 since adding
the fourth category of student success.

IV.

Faculty Welfare Unfinished Business
A. Lecturer Salary Inequity Concerns (Subcommittee Report: Ria Ramoutar, convener)
1. Have developed a letter to address the faculty senate regarding aligning lecturer salaries. Last year,
Cary Christian suggested that we send this directly to office of provost, with no response, so came
back to committee, refined it and sent a second time with the addition of a salary band. Leti: Not
certain why we are not trying to bring this forward as a discussion item in faculty senate? Ria: The
committee sent the letter in April and nothing came of it so the question was posed on whether we
want to try a different strategy with the new salary survey. Marieke: The faculty senate should decide
whether to go forward and the letter may have more weight if it comes from faculty senate. Mark
asked how many lecturers does this impact. That may facilitate the ability for the Provost office to
discuss. Given that the letter was sent at end of spring, not much lead time for the provost office to
develop a strategy for responding if it is a large number. Is this something that is under consideration
for next salary adjustments or is this an institutional concern… however there still needs to be a
response. Diana Cone stated that the salary study was done in response to questions. SEC might
have covered some of this, but might want to send to Cary Christian and the SEC to cover through
Faculty senate business. It was agreed that we send the letter to Cary and the SEC from our
committee and let them take it forward to Provost.
2. Discussion, letter will be sent to the SEC to carry forward to Provost. Ria motioned to send to SEC,
Second: Amy: All approve. The letter will be sent from the co-chairs (committee as a whole) to the
Colleges faculty representative for SEC.
B. Annual Faculty Evaluation Form Revision (Subcommittee Report: Mark Hanna, convener)
1. Nothing to report.
C. Chair Evaluation (Subcommittee Report: Dawn Tysinger, convener)
1. Have met. Identified two sub priorities moving forward
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a) Confidentiality of faculty
b) Provisions that chair needed to receive a majority faculty vote to stay in position at the time of
major evaluation
(1) Went back to peer and aspirational institutions to see what options
are available. Back in committee hands and will bring back in a
future meeting.
D. COVID-19 FWC Subcommittee (Subcommittee Report: Betsy Barrow, convener)
1. Met: discussed what was discussed last year
a) Two agenda items that carried over from last year
(1) Faculty evaluation in light of long term impact of COVID-19: Share
with Marks subcommittee that did a lot of work, but will need a lot of
editing with changes from last year.
(a) Mark’s committee is tasked with creating a universal tool to
use for faculty evaluation… this would be specific to COVID19 and as such this would be completely separate.
(2) The subcommittee will reach out to Cary or Dr. Rieber and ask for an
update on whether to continue working on annual faculty evaluation
forms as this is coming from outside of faculty evaluations and
COVID-19 specific
(3) Will update the document for edits and updates or can we motion
that subcommittee cleans it up and sends to SEC? Can vote via
email. The entire committee would need to approve the document
before sending to SEC. The subcommittee will remove specific
dates and trim down the details with specific categories and make it
concise. Mark asked about supportive action for faculty to extend the
review clock for one year… Has there ever been a consideration of
ongoing concern that led to more than one year extension. Dr. Cone
responded that the policy says that no more than two years will be
granted. May not want to specify in this document that the extension
be one year. We don’t know what the effect of the pandemic may be,
it may need to be greater and the limit of one year may not be
enough. Leti made motion to remove any mention of dates and then
submit to faculty senate. Betsy COE second. Motion was approved.
(4) Recommending a mask mandate
(a) Sister organizations have mask mandates, should the
subcommittee work on mask mandates to take forward to
the senate. Discussion: Proposing mask mandate
statements… Faculty senates in other universities in our
system have voted on requesting mask mandates and they
are on record that it has been requested. It would be very
helpful to have a mask mandate and whether or not you
want the subcommittee to draft a brief paragraph to put
forward to the faculty senate. Ria: would like to see
something written. Letty motion subcommittee draft a motion
to mask mandate. Motion passed (8-4) to move forward and
draft statement.
E. Course Caps and Position Allocation (convener-less subcommittee)
1. Doesn’t have a convener so committee may not have met.
2. Amy Potter volunteered to be the convener for this committee. Lei Chin and Candace have been
added to this committee. Issues arose with the first year writing curriculum to develop course caps
and position allocation across the workload policy that was recently passed. Will follow-up after the
subcommittee meets.

V.

Faculty Welfare Concerns
A. Spreadsheet to Report Faculty Welfare Concerns: Please reach out to your colleagues in each of your
colleges to request that they submit concerns that we should address in future meetings. Report them in
the spreadsheet linked here, and include any supplementary information as needed.
1. HR Policy on Teaching Outside of Georgia
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a) Concerns arose about international faculty and if there is a way to opt out/ sign a waiver
b) During a meeting, Maura Copeland was asked about summer faculty and you can’t opt out and
teach outside of the state of Georgia. If you are gone for a few days and need time, you can
work out with chair that you will be out of the state. Limited opportunities to be out of the country
and teach (Study abroad is completely different since MOUs and other legal things are in place),
so there is no opt out.
c) Language is already being included in job advertisements
d) Faculty may be out of the state for 10 business days in total. Clarification for online course
administration: synchronous versus asynchronous- using SACs perspective… which is if the
faculty member and students are in the same room for a face to face course. Faculty member of
record, the policy is that you are in the state of Georgia when delivering content
e) Tysinger: is there a timeline of implementation for those that are currently living outside of the
state of Georgia. That is being examined, no final answers have currently been provided.
f) Ask SEC for more clarification on the policy: Amanda and Leti will ask for more information from
faculty senate.
2. Concern over Salary Study
a) Amanda talked with Cary and Bill Dowers about this concern or a very similar concern and tried
to reach out to hear if any information. They are thinking about forming an ad hoc committee or
sending information out to our committee to obtain more information. Amanda will follow up on
that information. Amy put this item forward to look at the discrepancies, but this person was
working with the SEC that put it on hold until after the Tenure discussions with SEC. Amanda will
follow-up
3. Evaluating Deans' Performance
a) Question asked: How faculty can contribute to how Deans are being evaluated. Dr. Cone
responded that the faculty handbook has set forth guidelines that the Dean’s comprehensive
five-year review includes a faculty survey and the opportunity for the provost to meet with faculty
in the college to get feedback. Annually faculty should get a survey to evaluate the Dean. They
are anonymous. Rieber uses scores and comments to analyze the annual review with the Dean,
so should get it annually in March-April. Dean’s scorecards will be developed this year.
b) Question asked: Is there a mechanism for the faculty to know the outcome of Dean’s
performance? Dr. Cone responded: Not sure if they are available for public records, would have
to go through the legal office.
4. Chair Hiring Delays, Critical Hires / Hiring Delays
a) Amy: Can we do a survey or something to determine if this is consistent across the university or
just for specific departments/colleges?
b) Ask SEC if we could have more information with regards to critical hires/ chairs and deans and
bring to SEC to put forth as a discussion item. I think this is something that we deserve to
discuss.
c) Critical hire forms need to be completed and then moving forward to determine the line within 24
hours. Then has to go over to EEOC.
d) At this time we will return the information to the faculty that asked the questions.
5. Continued Concerns on HR Policy on Teaching outside of Georgia
6. Ongoing Concern over Savannah Campus Benefits / Perks
a) Ria brought forth that there are perks for the Statesboro campus, when consolidation occurred,
Eagle employee perks were not carried over. Ria will reach out to faculty and draft an RFI
addressing where the perks were located. Will submit RFI to SEC.
B. Ongoing Faculty Welfare Concerns
1. Parental Leave (Candice Bodkin)
a) https://docs.google.com/document/d/1floqWxZ5MiVFMBFkfAqpoxPzpkBKff49zc6us6YlahM/edit
?usp=sharing
2. Online Class Size Information
3. Health Insurance Premiums (Kaiser Permanente - expand to the rest of the state)
4. Faculty Pay - 10 Months vs 12 Months (update in linked document)
VI.

Adjourn: Betsy moved to adjourn the meeting, Tamerah seconded. Meeting adjourned at 3:05.

Respectfully submitted: Tamerah Hunt
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GENERAL EDUCATION AND CORE CURRICULUM
COMMITTEE MINUTES

General Education and Core Curriculum Committee Meeting Date – Friday, October 22, 2021
Present:

Bettye Apenteng, Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health/Health Policy and Community Health;
Dustin Anderson, Office of the Provost; Nikki Canon-Rech, University Libraries; Michelle Cawthorn,
College of Science and Mathematics/Biology; Justine Coleman, Waters College of Health
Professions/Health Sciences and Kinesiology; Finbarr Curtis, College of Arts and
Humanities/Philosophy and Religious Studies; Julia Griffin, College of Arts and
Humanities/Literature; Cindy Groover, Office of the Provost; Kathryn Haughney, College of
Education/Elementary and Special Education; Catherine Howerter, College of
Education/Elementary and Special Education; Jim LoBue, College of Science and
Mathematics/Chemistry and Biochemistry; Nick Mangee, Parker College of Business/Finance; Rick
McGrath, Parker College of Business/Economics; Eloise Pitt, College of Behavioral and Social
Sciences/Criminal Justice and Criminology; Samuel Opoku, Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public
Health/Health Policy and Community Health; Russell Thackston, Allen E. Paulson College of
Engineering/Information Technology

Guests:

Jaime O’Connor, Institutional Assessment and Accreditation; Brad Sturz, Institutional Assessment
and Accreditation

Absent:

Cheryl Aasheim, Allen E. Paulson College of Engineering and Computing/Information Technology;
Amy Ballagh, Enrollment Management; Garrett Cutchin, Student Government Association; Matthew
Flynn, College of Behavioral and Social Sciences/Political Science and International Studies;
Delena Gatch, Institutional Assessment and Accreditation; Kari Mau, Don and Cindy Waters
College of Health Professions/School of Nursing

I. CALL TO ORDER
Michelle Cawthorn, chairing the meeting in Cheryl Aasheim’s absence, called the meeting to order at 1:01
p.m.
II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Russell Thackston motioned to approve the agenda; seconded by Rick McGrath and passed unanimously.
III. CHAIR’S UPDATE
A. Welcome Nick Mangee, SEC appointed representative for Parker College of Business
•

The SEC recently appointed Nick Mangee to represent Parker College of Business on the GECC.

B. GECC service contribution to student success
•

Michelle Cawthorn stated that the system recently voted to add student success as a component of
tenure and promotion. Cheryl asked the committee to consider GECC service as contributing to
student success and proposed that the committee might draft some standard language that could
be shared with committee members to include in annual reviews and tenure and promotion
documentation. Rick McGrath approved of this idea. Russell Thackston agreed that it seemed to fit
in with the broad strokes definition of student success provided at this time. Finbarr Curtis stated
that the more things that could be classified as student success, the better. James LoBue added
that the committee should be sure to share the drafted statement with the Office of the Provost to
ensure that it does indeed fit with the institutional perception of student success. Michelle agreed
that additional direction is needed. Her understanding is that each university will defining student
success for themselves, so we will need to wait until that is more clearly defined by Georgia
Southern. We can make a strong argument that assessment is a measure of student success.

IV. OLD BUSINESS
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A. Core course assessment document submission status update
•

Jaime O’Connor reported that of the 91 documents expected, 58 had been received, and 33 were
outstanding. IAA has been in communication with many of these and has granted some
extensions, many due to COVID-related complications with staffing and other issues. Three
submissions have been tagged with concerns in initial quality check and 22 have been returned for
additional revisions due to the initial quality check. Finbarr asked if the submissions returned in the
initial quality check are part of the outstanding submissions. Jaime clarified that that they are not
counted as submitted until after they have passed the initial quality check. A total of 85 documents
have been received, but only the 58 that have passed the quality check are included in the
submitted number.

B. Peer-review status update
• Jaime O’Connor reported that 56 assessment documents were sent to the committee members via
Smartsheet for review so far. Of those, 24 had received one review and 6 had received two
reviews. No reconciliations were complete yet, but all reviews were still within the allotted time
period for initial and reconciliation review. Since some documents were still being received and
processed through the initial quality check, the distribution of documents will be a bit staggered, so
committee members may receive additional assignments.
• Rick McGrath and other committee members noted that on the rubric template the section E
comments section seemed to be locked. Russell Thackston recommended steps to unlock that
section of the template and Brad Sturz said he would follow up with sending the committee an
unlocked version of the template.
• Eloise Pitt asked for clarification if documents needed to be scored again in areas of the template
where they had previously been scored “exemplary.” Jaime O’Connor clarified that the previous
document and feedback were shared for reference only and that all new documents should be
reviewed on all traits regardless of previous scores since assessment processes could vary from
year to year.
• Eloise Pitt mentioned that she had noticed in some documents that there seemed to be a lot of
repetition in the documents from one year to the next. Jaime O’Connor responded that some
sections of the document most likely would be fairly consistent from year to year, such as the
alignment to the core area, or possibly the learning engagement and activities if they had made no
significant changes. In addition, in the previous action plan section, courses should be copy/pasting
the action plan from the previous year and then giving details on implementation. However, many
courses have been holding on making additional changes to action plans due to hesitancy over the
reliability of the data collected during COVID. Michelle Cawthorn added that specifically the results
and discussion portion of the document should not be a copy/paste from the previous year. Those
sections in particular are being reviewed as part of the initial quality check. Finbarr Curtis stated
that the committee has previously noted the lack of updates as an issue and had suggested adding
this as part of the rubric criteria. Jaime reminded the committee that there is an overall item on the
rubric asking if the course responded to previous peer-review feedback where they could respond
on an overall level whether or not necessary changes had been made. Brad Sturz pointed out that
this is currently formatted as a yes/no item, when oftentimes the course may have addressed some
comments but not all, so it is up to the reviewer to make a judgement as to whether they feel the
course has adequately addressed the previous feedback overall.
• Eloise Pitt asked to confirm if committee members had 14 calendar days or workdays to complete
her individual review and then an additional 14 days to complete the reconciliation once her partner
had also completed the individual review. Brad Sturz reviewed the timeline and the notifications
each partner will receive as they complete the review process and agreed to 14 business days for
each review phase.
• Russell Thackston asked about the question on the rubric referencing whether or not to share an
assessment document with SACSCOC. Jaime O’Connor explained that for specific SACSCOC
standards, the institution would need to show evidence of our assessment process for general
education and for the use of assessment results to make improvements to student learning. This
item is an opportunity for committee members to indicate any strong examples they come across in
reading the documents that will help IAA when they need to select these examples for the
purposes of the Compliance Certification document.
• Justine Coleman noted that she has seen a lot variation in the style and application of test
blueprints throughout the assessment documents. Jaime O’Connor mentioned that there may be
examples in the General Education SLO Document Handbook. Brad Sturz responded that IAA
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does not want to be overly prescriptive about the style of test blueprint a course may use, which
accounts for some of the variation, and encouraged the committee to consider just the criteria
included on the rubric for the requirements of the test blueprint. He acknowledged that some
courses would have a more developed test blueprint than others and that some would have a
moreadvanced application of the test blueprint in the way that they organized and reported data
by course SLO aligned with the Core Area Learning Outcome. The emphasis is that test items
are aligned with specific SLOs that are in turn aligned with the Core Area Learning Outcome. He
also reminded reviewers that the comments they provide in cases like this can help document
authors to understand where their documents need improved clarity for external readers.

C. Proposal for development of General Education Mission/Vision statements
• Michelle Cawthorn stated that there would be some benefits to the development of a general
education mission vision statement, for the committee in general, for the upcoming SACSCOC
review, and in the case that the system did reinstate the gen ed redesign. It would be helpful if
Georgia Southern had identified its own gen ed mission and vision to provide a framework to guide
any guidelines from the system. Jaime O’Connor added that during Spring 2021, one of the Gen
Ed Redesign subcommittees had been tasked with drafting a general education mission/vision
statement but that the committee had not made much progress, and that this is an initiative that the
GECC could resume in the spring semester. Nikki Canon-Rech asked if this would be the work of a
new subcommittee. Jaime responded that it could be initiated through a subcommittee or through
the GECC as a whole, depending on how the GECC wished to proceed. Inclusion on this agenda
was just to present the idea and gauge the interest of the committee. Nikki offered to draft an initial
version for the committee to respond to. Finbarr Curtis asked about the extent of the mission
statement. Jaime responded that it would only need to be a simple statement about why the
committee thinks Gen Ed is important and what purpose it serves at the institution. She added that
the committee collected a lot of feedback during the Gen Ed Redesign town hall meetings and
surveys during the previous year that could be very useful as a starting point for generating ideas.
Brad Sturz agreed that there are broader benefits and reasons for adopting a gen ed mission/vision
statement. Russell Thackston asked if the proposed system redesign might mean any gen ed
mission/vision drafted now would need to be reconsidered later. Jaime responded that a
mission/vision statement was not a part of the original system proposal so it seems to be beyond
the scope of system guidelines and that many institutions already have a gen ed mission/vision
statement. Russell mentioned that in a quick scan of mission statements of other institutions, there
was some variation in the level of detail and specificity so it seemed like we would want to be more
general at this stage. Jaime stated that this suggestion would be raised again in the spring
semester when the committee could consider whether or not to proceed with development.

V. IAA UPDATE
A. SACSCOC Compliance Team subcommittee for standards 8.2.b Student Outcomes: General
Education and 9.3 General Education Requirements
•

IAA has initiated preparation for the SACSCOC reaffirmation of accreditation with the formation of
Compliance Certification teams. Jaime O’Connor is serving on the Student Outcomes team and is
the subcommittee chair for two standards relevant to general education. These subcommittees are
currently conducting an initial audit of Georgia Southern’s general education assessment and
curriculum to ensure compliance with these standards. The initial determination of the
subcommittee is that we are compliant, but there are some areas where the case for compliance
could be strengthened. The subcommittee will be collecting evidence and proposing steps for
improving the evidence in relation to these standards. Jaime anticipates that the GECC will play an
important role in advising and assisting with this preparation. Michelle Cawthorn is also currently
serving on these subcommittees, and Jaime anticipates that other GECC members may be
involved in the process at some stage.

VI. ANNOUNCEMENTS
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A. Fall semester GECC meeting dates
•

Friday, November 12

B. Upcoming BOR Council on General Education Meeting dates
•

December 10, 2021 (Proposal submission date: November 5, 2021)

•

February 25, 2022 (Proposal submission date: January 21, 2022)

•

May 20, 2022 (Proposal submission date: April 15, 2022)

•

July 15, 2022 (Proposal submission date: June 10, 2022)

VII. ADJOURNMENT
Russel Thackston motioned to adjourn. James LoBue seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned
on October 22, 2021 at 1:39 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Jaime O’Connor, Recording Coordinator

Minutes were approved <<10/28/2021>> by
electronic vote of Committee Members
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GRADUATE COMMITTEE MINUTES
Graduate Committee Meeting Date – October 14, 2021
Present:
Dr. Felix Hamza-Lup, CEC; Dr. Jeff Riley, CAH; Dr. Caren Town, CAH; Dr. Laurie Gould, CBSS;
Dr. Jonathan Grubb, CBSS; Dr. William Amponsah, Parker COB; Dr. Timothy Cairney, Parker COB; Dr. Shelli
Casler-Failing, COE; Dr. Ming Fang He, COE; Dr. Michele McGibony, COSM; Dr. Bill Mase, JPHCOPH; Dr. Linda
Kimsey, JPHCOPH; Dr. Greg Rich, WCHP; Mrs. Jessica Rigg, Univ. Libraries; Dr. Jung Hun Choi, [Alternate] CEC
Guests:
Dr. Cindy Groover, VPAA; Dr. Delena Gatch, IAA; Dr. Ashley Walker, COGS; Mrs. Audie Graham,
COGS; Mrs. Naronda Wright, COGS; Ms. Randi Sykora, COGS; Mr. Wayne Smith, Registrar’s Office; Ms. Doris
Mack, Registrar’s Office; Ms. Tiffany Hedrick, Registrar’s Office; Ms. Tywanda Baker, Registrar’s Office; Ms. Janae
Culmer, GSO Representative; Dr. Deborah Thomas, COE; Dr. Stephen Rossi, WCHP; Dr. Brian Koehler, COSM; Dr.
David Williams, CEC; Dr. Brenda Blackwell, CBSS; Dr. Nandi Marshall, JPHCOPH; Mr. Norton Pease, CAH; Dr.
Rand Ressler, Parker COB; Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess, CBSS; Dr. Jay Hodgson, COSM; Dr. Brian Vlcek, CEC
Absent:
I.

Dr. Xiaoming Yang, CEC; Dr. Christine Bedore, COSM
CALL TO ORDER

Dr. Shelli Casler-Failing called the meeting to order on Thursday, October 14, 2021 at 9:00 AM.
II.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Dr. Ming Fang He made a motion to approve the agenda as written. A second was made by Dr. Bill Maseand
the motion to approve the agenda was passed.
III.

CHAIR’S UPDATE – There was no Chair’s update provided.

IV. DEAN’S UPDATE
Dr. Ashley Walker shared the following updates:
• The Graduate Student Organization’s next grant cycle deadline is November 15th. Please
encourage your students to submit proposals for travel and research funding. COGS will send
email reminders to students. Reminder that travel proposals can also be submitted to cover
registration fees for virtual conferences.
• Reminder that the second COGS social hour webinar will be held on October 26th. The focus will
be accessing mental health resources and promoting graduate student well-being. The guest
speakers will be from the Counseling Center.
• Recently the College of Graduate Studies had a consultant come on campus to meet with various
graduate stakeholders to look at ways to improve efficiencies in the office. The consultant is coming
back to campus next to offer an interactive workshop to discuss how COGS and the other academic
colleges can partner to increase recruitment efforts and improve efficiencies of application review.
Program faculty are welcome to attend. If you are interested in participating reach out to your
Deans, Associate Deans, Department Chairs, or Program Directors. The event is scheduled on
Friday, October 22nd, from 1-3 PM and will be held in Nessmith-Lane Ballroom, Room 1603.
• Dr. Walker announced that Randi Sykora will be leaving Georgia Southern University. Her last day
will be November 12th. Dr. Walker said Randi has been an asset to the university and losing her will
be a huge loss for our office.
V. NEW BUSINESS
A. College of Education
Dr. Deborah Thomas presented the agenda items for the College of Education.
Department of Middle Grades and Secondary Education
Revised Programs:

ENDORS-ESOL: English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Education Endorsement
JUSTIFICATION:
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July 21: Linguistics Dept version (LING 5131G) of Applied Linguistics (TCLD 6233) added as an
optionin order to allow for faculty sharing across departments and colleges that is necessary due to
mismatches between available faculty with appropriate expertise and the demand for this course.

MED-MGE: Middle Grades Education (Grades 4-8) M.Ed. (Online)
JUSTIFICATION:
The mission statement was revised to more succinctly reflect the purpose and vision of the
program.Additionally, a connection was made to the COE's mission to clearly reflect how the
program aligns with the mission of the COE.

MED-SECED: Secondary Education (Grades 6-12) M.Ed. (Online)
JUSTIFICATION:
The mission statement was revised to more succinctly reflect the purpose and vision of the
program.Additionally, a connection was made to the COE's mission to clearly reflect how the
program aligns with the mission of the COE.

MED-TCLAD: Teaching Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students (TCLD) M.Ed. (Online)
JUSTIFICATION:
July 21: Linguistics Dept version (LING 5131G) of Applied Linguistics (TCLD 6233) added as an
optionin order to allow for faculty sharing across departments and colleges that is necessary due to
mismatches between available faculty with appropriate expertise and the demand for this course.
July 21: Social Justice Emphasis area added for educators who are focused on cultural, rather
than linguistic diversity
July 21: Swap:
Cultural Diversity (TCLD 6231) was moved into the Required program courses &
Multicultural Ed (EDUF 7235) /Foundations for Social Justice Ed (EDUF 8631) were moved down into
TCLD/ESOL Emphasis Area courses in order to allow all program students to receive the ESOL
endorsement, thereby addressing financial & financial aid issues.
July 21: Grad Certificate in TCLD was removed from footnotes since it is no longer admitting students
Dr. Deborah Thomas stated that prior to the meeting Dr. Delena Gatch said it is not necessary for changes
made to the mission statement and program student learning outcomes (SLOs) to be submitted through
CIM. Dr. Delena Gatch confirmed that as long as these changes have been communicated to the Office of
Institutional Assessment and Accreditation then it is not necessary to submit that information in CIM. Dr.
Gatch said if other changes are being made to the program, then please ensure the mission statement and
program SLOs are updated in CIM to correspond with what is listed in your most recent assessment
documents that are on file in IAA. Dr. Casler-Failing asked if this would apply to course SLOs as well, and
Dr. Gatch said no.
MOTION: Caren Town has made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the College of
Education. A second was made by Dr. He, and the motion to approve the Revised Programs was passed.
B. College of Science and Mathematics
Dr. Brian Koehler presented the agenda items for the College of Science and Mathematics.
Department of Biology
Revised Courses:

BIOL 5099G: Selected Topics/Biology
JUSTIFICATION:
Changes were made to the contact hours to accommodate this course sometimes being used as a
laboratory-only option (since the nature of "selected topics" courses can vary)
The SLO's are not actually changing, just supplied for CIM completion (this is the boiler plate used forour
limited-use variable topic courses such as this)
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BIOL 5250G: Limnology
JUSTIFICATION:
The current course description was created pre-consolidation when the course was
offered only on the Armstrong campus by a single instructor. Edits to the course
description allow more flexibility for multiple instructors across campuses to teach their
own emphasis and areas of research. Also, the description is now more in line with
courses offered at peer and comparable institutions.
Since the grade mode for this course allows for an audit, "Satisfactory" was also
checked. It waserroneously left unchecked.
The CIP code was just changed to match the code listed for the undergraduate
version of the course(for consistency).
SLOs were unchanged but were entered for form completeness.

BIOL 5460G: Phycology
JUSTIFICATION:
The undergraduate cross-listing of this course (BIOL 5460) was edited, necessitating
edits to this graduate-level offering. All of the edits here, except for the course fee and
undergraduate prerequisites,were implement so 5460G would match 5460.
The schedule type was expanded to reflect this course has a laboratory
component. SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course.
Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format
is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3
contact hr lecture scheduled and multiple 3 contact hour lab periods scheduled (when
the class is larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the
students to pick from)

BIOL 5500G: Bioinformatics and Biotechnology
JUSTIFICATION:
There was an error in the course title, most likely from the consolidation process. The
current an incorrect title of "Bioformatics and Biotechnology" was changed to
"Bioinformatics and Biotechnology".
The abbreviated title was edited by removing the word "and" and replacing it with an
ampersand so both words of the title appear in Banner. This matches the abbreviated
title for the cross-listed courseBIOL 5500.
The SLO's for this course are not actually changing, but were entered here for CIM form
completion.
MOTION: Dr. He made a motion to approve the agenda item submitted by the Department of
Biology. A second was made by Dr. Michele McGibony and the motion to approve the Revised
Courses was passed.
Dr. Gatch stated that prior to the meeting she and Dr. Brian Koehler discussed the level G
courses. She said at the top of the form departments should be providing unique SLOs for the G
sections of the courses.It was decided that Dr. Casler-Failing would roll back the BIOL 5250G,
BIOL 5460G, and BIOL 5500G courses to allow Dr. Koehler to make the suggested revisions.
AMENDED MOTION: Dr. Mase made an amended motion to approve the agenda items submitted
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by the Department of Biology, with the understanding that the suggested revisions be made to
BIOL 5250G, BIOL5460G, and BIOL 5500G. A second was made by Dr. He and the motion to
approve the Revised Courses was passed.
Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry
New Courses:

CHEM 5000G: Advanced Special Topics in Chemistry
JUSTIFICATION:
No method currently exists for the opportunity to teach a selected topics course on an
advanced topicsuitable to be taught in the dual undergraduate/graduate setting as the
only existing Selected Topics course is currently at the 3000-level. This proposal
seeks to remedy that situation.

CHEM 5411G: Physical Organic Chemistry
JUSTIFICATION:
This course has been taught in the past as a special topics course at both the
undergraduate andgraduate levels. We would like to formally make this course a part
of our curriculum.

CHEM 5412G: Synthetic Organic Chemistry
JUSTIFICATION:
This course has been taught as a special topics course at both the undergraduate and
graduate levels in our department for several years. Our department would like to
make this course a permanent addition to our curriculum. This course will be crosslisted with the undergraduate version.
Revised Courses:

CHEM 5130G: Industrial Science
JUSTIFICATION:
Our department would like to change the course number to a 5000 level in order to
cross-list this course with a similar undergraduate course. The rest of the form was not
actually changing, but filled infor CIM form completion (had not yet been entered into
the online system)

CHEM 5310G: Polymer Materials
JUSTIFICATION:
Our department would like to change the course number to a 5000 level in order to
cross-list this course with a similar undergraduate course. The rest of the form was not
actually changing, but filled infor CIM form completion (had not yet been entered into
the online system).
Dr. Koehler explained amendments that would need to be made to the graduate SLOs in the new
and revised course submissions. It was decided that Dr. Casler-Failing would roll back the
courses to allow Dr.Koehler to make the appropriate changes.
MOTION: Dr. He made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Chemistry and Biochemistry, with the understanding that the amendments be made to the
graduate SLOs. A secondwas made by Dr. McGibony, and the motion to approve the New and
Revised Courses was passed.
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C. College of Engineering and Computing
Dr. David Williams and Dr. Brian Vlcek presented the agenda items for the College of
Engineering andComputing.
Dean’s Office
New Program:

PhD in Engineering
JUSTIFICATION:
In its role as a regional university, Georgia Southern does not currently offer any STEM
categorized terminal degrees. A PhD in Engineering will (1) address this short-coming, (2)
provide in-state opportunities for our citizens, (3) contribute to the professional development of
our faculty as teacher-scholars, and (4) contribute to regional economic development.
MOTION: Dr. Mase made a motion to approve the agenda item submitted by the Dean’s Office
in the College of Engineering and Computing. A second was made by Dr. Felix Hamza-Lup, and
the motion toapprove the New Program was passed.

Dr. Casler-Failing said she reached out to Dr. David Williams prior to the meeting to discussion
minor typographical errors. She discussed a sentence that was included under the research
course requirements section. She explained that Dr. Walker mentioned to her earlier in the week
that the sentence was unnecessary language to include in the catalog. Dr. Casler-Failing asked
if it would be alright for her to remove this sentence. Both Dr. Williams and Dr. Brian Vlcek
agreed that it would be fine for Dr. Casler- Failing to delete the sentence.
Dr. Walker stated provisional admission is not allowed for doctoral students. Dr. Williams
agreed to haveDr. Casler-Failing remove that section of the proposal.
AMENDED MOTION: Dr. Mase made an amended motion to approve the agenda item submitted
by the Dean’s Office, pending the deletion of the provisional admission and removal of the
sentence regarding thevariability of credit hours. A second was made by Dr. He and the motion
to approve the New Program was passed.
Dr. Walker said to be aware that COGS will have to meet with the program once all approvals are
obtained. They need to look at how the program will be scribed in order to clear student for
graduation. Dr. Walker also asked that the final proposal be shared with her and Wendy
Woodrum, so ensure that any budget related issues are addressed before going to BOR. Dr.
Williams said it is their intent to have an on campus review with all appropriate office.
Department of Civil Engineering and Construction
New Courses:

CENG 7131: Principles of Environmental Engineering
JUSTIFICATION:
This new course is proposed for the new PhD Program in Engineering with
Concentration in CivilEngineering.

CENG 7132: Biological Processes for Water & Wastewater Treatment
JUSTIFICATION:
This new course is proposed for the new PhD Program in Engineering with
Concentration in CivilEngineering.

CENG 7133: Physical-Chemical Processes for Water & Wastewater Treatment
JUSTIFICATION:
This new course is proposed for the new PhD Program in Engineering with
Concentration in CivilEngineering.
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CENG 7331: Structural Dynamics
JUSTIFICATION:
This new course is proposed for the new PhD Program in Engineering with
concentrations in CivilEngineering.

CENG 7332: Intro to Non-Destructive Testing and Forensic Evaluation
JUSTIFICATION:
This new course is proposed for the new PhD Program in Engineering with
Concentration in CivilEngineering.

CENG 9891: PhD Research in Civil Engineering
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new PhD in Engineering
program that will beshared by Civil, Electrical, Mechanical, and Advanced Manufacturing
Engineering. One-on-one research instruction and data collection are integral to each
concentration. This is a required course in the Civil Engineering concentration. PhD
students typically take this course the third through the sixth semester. Students will
collect data, analyze, model, and summarize results. The topics covered are unique to
each PhD dissertation project.

CENG 9999: Dissertation (Civil Engineering)
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new PhD in Engineering with
concentrations in Civil, Electrical, Mechanical and Advanced Manufacturing Engineering.
Each concentration will require a dissertation course within the respective
concentration. This is a required course for the PhD in Engineering with concentration in
Civil Engineering. Students are expected to take this course the fifth and sixth semester
of the PhD program (beyond the MS program). The course is one-on-one instruction
provided by a dissertation committee and chair. Students will complete data collection
begun while taking research credits, while writing their formal dissertation based on the
research data,results, findings and conclusion. Topics are unique and driven by the
dissertation research topic.
MOTION: Dr. He made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of Civil
Engineering and Construction. A second was made by Dr. Timothy Cairney, and the motion to
approve theNew Courses was passed.
Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering
New Courses:

EENG 9891: Research in Electrical Engineering
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new Ph.D. in Engineering with
concentrations in Civil, Electrical, Mechanical, and Advanced Manufacturing Engineering.
Eachconcentration will require a research course within the respective concentration.

EENG 9999: Dissertation in Electrical Engineering
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new Ph.D. in Engineering with
concentrations in Civil, Electrical, Mechanical, and Advanced Manufacturing Engineering.
Eachconcentration will require a dissertation course within the respective concentration.
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MOTION: Dr. Mase made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Electricaland Computer Engineering. A second was made by Dr. McGibony, and the motion to
approve the New Courses was passed.
Department of Manufacturing Engineering
New Courses:

MFGE 7221: Flexible Manufacturing Strategies
JUSTIFICATION:
The elective course is created for the increasing needs of the current engineering master
programs andfuture PhD program.

MFGE 7321: Characterization and Processing of Metals
JUSTIFICATION:
The elective course is created for the increasing needs of the current engineering master
programs andfuture PhD program.

MFGE 7334: Bio Engineering, Fundamentals and Applications
JUSTIFICATION:
The elective course is created for the increasing needs of the current engineering master
programs andfuture PhD program.

MFGE 7335: Advanced Ultrasound
JUSTIFICATION:
The elective course is created for the increasing needs of the current engineering master
programs andfuture PhD program.

MFGE 7336: Advanced Manufacturing Techniques in Semiconductor Industry
JUSTIFICATION:
The elective course is created for the increasing needs of the current engineering master
programs andfuture PhD program.

MFGE 9891: Research in Adv Manufacturing Engineering
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new Ph.D. in Engineering program that
willbe shared by Civil, Electrical, Mechanical, and Advanced Manufacturing Engineering. One-onone research instruction and data collection are integral to each concentration. This is a required
course in the Advanced Manufacturing Engineering concentration. Ph.D. students typically take
this course the third through the sixth semester. Students will collect data, analyze, model, and
summarize results. Thetopics covered are unique to each Ph.D. dissertation project.

MFGE 9999: Dissertation (Advanced Manufacturing Engineering)
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new Ph.D. in Engineering with
concentrations in Civil, Electrical, Mechanical, and Advanced Manufacturing Engineering.
Eachconcentration will require a dissertation course within the respective concentration.
MOTION: Dr. William Amponsah made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the
Department of Manufacturing Engineering. A second was made by Dr. He, and the motion to
approve the New Courseswas passed.
Department of Mechanical Engineering
New Courses:

MENG 7331: Experiment Design and Analysis
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JUSTIFICATION:
The elective course is created for the increasing needs of the current engineering master
programs andfuture PhD program.

MENG 9891: PhD Research in Mechanical Engineering
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new PhD in Engineering program that
will beshared by Civil, Electrical, Mechanical, and Advanced Manufacturing Engineering. Oneon-one research instruction and data collection are integral to each concentration. This is a
required course in the Mechanical Engineering concentration. PhD students typically take this
course the third through the sixth semester. Students will collect data, analyze, model, and
summarize results. The topics covered are unique to each PhD dissertation project.

MENG 9999: Dissertation (Mechanical Engineering)
JUSTIFICATION:
The College of Engineering and Computing is proposing a new PhD in Engineering with
concentrations in Civil, Electrical, Mechanical and Advanced Manufacturing Engineering. Each
concentration will require a dissertation course within the respective concentration. This is a
required course for the PhD in Engineering with concentration in Mechanical Engineering.
Students are expected to take this coursethe fifth and sixth semester of the PhD program
(beyond the MS program). The course is one-on-one instruction provided by a dissertation
committee and chair. Students will complete data collection begun while taking research credits,
while writing their formal dissertation based on the research data, results, findings and
conclusion. Topics are unique and driven by the dissertation research topic.
Revised Programs:

MSME-ME: Mechanical Engineering M.S.M.E. (Thesis)
JUSTIFICATION:
MENG 5890G, MFGE 5135G, MFGE 5331G, MFGE5339G, MFGE 5531G, MFGE 5535G, MFGE
5538G are added in the list of elective courses, so the the students have more courses from
which tochoose.

MSME-ME/NT: Mechanical Engineering M.S.M.E. (Non-Thesis)
JUSTIFICATION:
MENG 5890G, MFGE 5135G, MFGE 5331G, MFGE 5339G, MFGE 5531Gand MFGE 5538G are
added in the list of elective courses, so the the students have more courses from which to choose.
Dr. Williams stated that Dr. Gatch informed him that the mission statement and program SLOs
included in the revised program submissions are not aligned with what is on file in IAA. Dr.
Williams requested that theitems be rolled back so that he can make the appropriate revisions. It
was agreed that Dr. Casler-Failing would roll the revised programs back.
MOTION: Dr. Mase made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Mechanical Engineering, with the understanding that revisions be made to the mission
statement and program SLOs for the revised programs. A second was made by Dr. He, and the
motion to approve theNew Courses and Revised Programs was passed.
VI. OLD BUSINESS
A. Registrar’s Update – Ms. Doris Mack reminded everyone that early registration begins October
25th for Student Accessibility Resources Center (SARC).
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VII. ANNOUNCEMENTS
A. Graduate Student Organization Update – Janae Carder introduced herself as the GSO
representative, and provided a brief update on grants. She stated that during the September grant cycle
the Statesboro council awarded 13 of the 25 grant submissions. This included seven travel grantsand six
research grants, with the total funding amount of $9,933.00. Currently the Statesboro GSO council is in
the process of coordinating two events. The council will be hosting a virtual Writer’s Boot Camp and a
Zoom grant workshop. The next round of grants will be in November.
Dr. He thanked Randi Sykora for the wonderful service she has provided Georgia Southern University,
andsaid everyone will miss her tremendously.
VIII. ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned on October 14, 2021 at 9:46 AM.

Respectfully submitted,
Audie Graham, Recording Coordinator

Minutes were approved November 4, 2021
by electronic vote of Committee Members
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STUDENT SUCCESS COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes
Fall 2021 / Meeting 2
October 14, 2021
2 - 4 pm
Members present: LeighAnn Williams, Katie Mercer, Amy Jo Riggs, Kitty Crawford,
Alicia Brunson, Dustin Anderson, Yi Hu, Justin Evans, Mark Whitesel, Vivian Bynoe,
Salman Siddiqui, Elizabeth Rasnick
Members not present: Melanie Miller and Amy Smith

Agenda Item
Discussed old business
● Reported that committee membership and contact info has been updated with
faculty senate
● Reported that meeting times were set and reported to faculty senate GA
● Reported that Katie Mercer spoke with Cary Christian re: Melanie Miller’s leave
of absence. Dustin Anderson reported that she is back in some capacity - Katie
Mercer to reach out to her about her involvement with the Committee
● Reported that the committee obtained Dean’s responses as well as original
survey data - was circulated to the committee
● Colleges that did not receive a survey or Dean’s letter - will be sending in
October
■ Library
■ Honors
● Colleges that did not respond or survey responses otherwise not located
- Katie Mercer to follow up
■ CBSS
■ COGS
● Colleges that did not respond or dean’s letter responses otherwise not
located - Katie Mercer to follow up
■ CAH
■ PCOB
■ WCHP
● Discussed univ. awards inquiry - emailed to Committee on 9/20 - reported that
Katie Mercer had followed up with Trina Smith on October 11 to inquire if there
are any further instructions at this time. No response has been received.
Tentative Awards Timeline
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● 10/1 - 10/31 - Nominations Open, Applications Submitted, AND Virtual Training
for Committee Members
● 11/01 - 11/15 – Send applications to Committee members, check nominee
eligibility
● 11/15 - 1/31 - Committee Review and Return to Univ Awards Committee
Discussed quorum
● 14 members
● 4 non-voting
● 10 voting
● Quorum is 6
What is student success? Discussion
Katie Mercer presented slides that included definitions of student success according to
different organizations in an effort to clarify what student success means for the
committee members.
GSU’s Strategic Pillar 1 was decided to be the framework with which the committee
work. Any student success characterizations asserted by Colleges would fall into one
of the five focus areas of student success as defined by GSU.
Additionally it was discussed that student success measures can also be considered
using a stage-based framework such as pre-student, current student, and poststudent, for example.
Discussed sending a list of examples of student success efforts for faculty clarity for
wide dispersal however Dustin Anderson provided background here noting that similar
initiatives have failed at the Senate three times prior. Suggested we send example
categories. Committee decided to scrap this idea and move forward with the existing
idea of creating the student success resource based on survey and dean’s letter
responses from last semester.
Dustin Anderson suggested visiting the Chair’s Council to gain input on new evaluative
criteria. Beth Myers is co-chair.
What is student success not? discussion
● Ambiguity regarding the role of instructors - Examined article in AJC (sent to
committee prior to meeting)
○ Discussed how faculty are not interpreting “student success” as a
concrete, defined concept
○ Discussed that most faculty are already doing these things that GSU
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considers “student success”
○ Student success does not mean doing the work for the students
College student success resource discussion
● Google doc to work through ideas was created
● Resource was decided to be:
○ Impactful Practices for Student Success: GSU Initiatives
○ Survey responses and Dean’s letter responses will be included
○ Organized by GSUs Strategic Pillar 1 five focus areas and three stages
of student success
○ Communication about this work to go out immediately via GS_FacStaff
through Trina Smith
○ This work to be completed by January 2022
○ Perhaps housed on Academic Affairs website and/or folio course
○ The Faculty Center may be able to help
● Survey responses and Dean’s letter responses will be examined and tabulated
using a template created by Katie Mercer to simplify the process
● Tabulation activity is as follows:
○ Kitty Crawford - COE
○ LeighAnn Williams - CAH
○ Elizabeth Rasnick - PCEC
○ Katie Mercer - JPHCOPH and COGS
○ Amy Jo Riggs - WCHP
○ Alicia Brunson - CBSS
○ Justin Evans - PCOB
○ Will ask Yi Hu to look at COSM

28

UNDERGRADUATE COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, October 19, 20213:30 P.M.

Present: Dr. Cheryl Aasheim, AEPCEC; Dr. Christopher Barnhill, WCHP; Dr. Ann Henderson, PCOB; Dr. David
Calamas, AEPCEC; Dr. Nedra Cossa, COE; Mrs. Jamie Cromley, JPHCOPH; Dr. Lucas Jensen, COE; Dr. Josh Kies,
WCHP; Dr. Amanda Konkle, CAH; Dr. Yongki Lee, COSM; Dr. Jingjing Lin, JPHCOPH; Dr.
Marylou Machingura, COSM; Dr. Lauren Mcmillan, University Libraries; Dr. Montana Smithey, COE; Dr.
Dwight Sneathen, PCOB; Ms. Lauri Valeri, CAH; Dr. Clare Walsh, CBSS.

Guests:

Mrs. Tywanda Cunningham, Office of the Registrar; Dr. Francis Desiderio, Honors College; Dr.
Cynthia Groover, Provost Office; Ms. Tiffany Hedrick, Office of the Registrar; Dr. Jeff Jones, JPHCOPH; Ms.
Barbara King, IAA Faculty Fellow; Dr. Brian Koehler, COSM; Ms. Doris Mack, Office of the Registrar; Dr. Nandi
Marshall, JPHCOPH; Dr. Britton McKay, PCOB; Dr. Beverly Miller, COE; Mrs. Cassie Morgan, Office of the
Registrar; Mr. Norton Pease, CAH; Dr. Stephen Rossi, WCHP; Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess, CBSS; Mr. Wayne
Smith, Office of the Registrar; Dr. David Williams, AEPCEC.

Absent:

Dr. Beth Burnett, University Libraries; Dr. Delena Gatch, IAA; Dr. Carol Jordan, WCHP; Dr.
Mohammadhadi Moazzam, AEPCEC; Dr. Jason Tatlock, CAH; Dr. James Thomas, JPHCOPH; Dr. Mckinley
Thomas, WCHP; Dr. Chunshan Zhao, COSM.

I.

CALL TO ORDER

Dr. Clare Walsh called the meeting to order on Tuesday, October 19, 2021 at 3:30 PM.

II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies
and the motion to approve the agenda was passed.

III. NEW BUSINES
a. College of Science and Mathematics
Dr. Brian Koehler presented the agenda items for the College of Science and Mathematics.

Department of Biology
Revised Course(s)
BIOL 4230: Introduction to Immunology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL
3133 and BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded
correctly inBanner (SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate
the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were
added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 4310: Applied Microbiology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133
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and BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. This aspect may be coded correctly in
Banner but the course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
We also removed CHEM 3401 as a prerequisite because it is not required for the BA in Biology degree and
this specific prerequisite would exclude BA degree-seeking students from takingBIOL 4310 as part of their
major. Since grade type included audit, "satisfactory" was also checked as this was erroneously left
unchecked. SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form
completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is
just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled
and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when theclass is larger than the lab room and needs to have
multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 4320: Environmental Microbiology
JUSTIFICATION:
Since this course has a lab component, "lecture/supervised laboratory" and "supervised laboratory" were
checked as these were erroneously left unchecked. Since grade type included audit, "satisfactory" was also
checked as this was erroneously left unchecked. Corrected a typo in the catalog description. The intent of
the description is unchanged. The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in
BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded
correctly in Banner but the course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the
prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form
completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is
just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled
and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room and needs to have
multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 4520: Medical Microbiology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
Since this course has the grade option of audit, "satisfactory" was checked as it was erroneously
unchecked previously. SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course
(for form completeness).
BIOL 4530: Natural History of the Vertebrates
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
Since this course has a lab component, “lecture/supervised laboratory" and "supervised laboratory" were
checked as these were erroneously left unchecked. SLOs did not actually change but were added to
complete the edits to the course (for form completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not
actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4
cr hr "course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periodsscheduled (when the class
is larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 4535: Vertebrate Zoology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133
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and BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 4550: Biology of Marine Organisms
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
Since grade type included audit, "satisfactory" was also checked as this was erroneously left unchecked.
Since this course has a lab component, "lecture/supervised laboratory" and "supervised laboratory" were
checked as these were erroneously left unchecked. SLOs did not actually change but were added to
complete the edits to the course (for form completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not
actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4
cr hr "course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the
class is larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick
from).
BIOL 4620: Undergraduate Seminar
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 4635: Biological Basis of Animal Behavior
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 4890: Research
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
The SLO's did not actually change but were added for the purpose of CIM form completion.
BIOL 5099: Selected Topics/Biology
JUSTIFICATION:
Changed the contact hours to accommodate this course being used as a laboratory-only option. Also
changed the prerequisites to include a minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and BIOL 3034.
This grade requirement is consistent with other 4000+ electives in BIOL. (Note: the "C" grade shows in
BANNER, but not in the online catalog). The SLO's are not actually changing, just supplied for CIM
completion (this is the boiler plate used for our limited-use variable topic courses such as this). The lecture
and lab contact hours were also updated to correctly reflect that as a variable "Selected Topics" course
this course may be a lecture, or a lab, or a lecture-lab combo course, depending on the needs and
objectives of the course that semester.
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BIOL 5100: Cell and Molecular Biology Lab
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. This aspect may be coded correctly in Banner
but the course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites. We also
removed CHEM 3401 as a prerequisite because it is not required for the BA in Biology degree and this
specific prerequisite would exclude BA degree-seeking students from takingBIOL 5100 as part of their
major. SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form
completeness).
BIOL 5110: Sensory Physiology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5120: Reproductive Biology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5131: Cell Biology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5132: Molecular Genetics
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5148: Human Genetics
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0
OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 crhr "course" to have a 3
cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab
room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
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BIOL 5150: Cancer Biology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5160: Plant Physiology
JUSTIFICATION:
This course has a previously approved course fee but it was erroneously checked as "no" in this form.
BIOL 5200: Mammalian Physiology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5230: Comparative Animal Physiology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0
OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3
cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab
room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5239: Neurobiology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5241: Comparative Vertebrate Anatomy
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0
OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 crhr "course" to have a 3
cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab
room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
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BIOL 5243: Toxicology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It appears to be coded correctly in Banner
(SCAPREQ) but the course description in the online catalog does not indicate the minimum grade
requirement in the prerequisites. SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to
the course (for form completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0
OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 crhr "course" to have a 3
cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab
room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5246: Human Pathophysiology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
There was also a typo in the catalog description (a space was needed after a comma).
Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in
BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 contact hr lecture scheduled and
multiple 3 contact hour lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room and needs to
have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from). SLOs were added to complete the edits to
the course.
BIOL 5248: Immunology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course. Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually
changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr
"course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is
larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5250: Limnology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites. The current
course description was created pre-consolidation when the course was offered only on the Armstrong
campus by a single instructor. Edits to the course description allow more flexibility for multiple instructors
across campuses to teach their own emphasis and areas of research. Also, the description is now more in
line with courses offered at peer and comparable institutions. SLOs did not actually change but were added
to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5260: Invasive Species
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
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BIOL 5341: Parasitology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course. Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually
changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr
"course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is
larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5345: Systematic Biology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course. Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually
changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr
"course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is
larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5346: Agroecology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites. "Prior
completion" of BIOL 2120 or 3535 was added for clarity compared against the minimum grade
requirements for the other courses. SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course.
BIOL 5347: Fisheries Biology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
Schedule types and grade modes were changed to make this course consistent with other lecture/lab
combination courses in Biology. SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course.
Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in
BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 contact hr lecture scheduled and
multiple 3 contact hour lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room and needs to
have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5400: Barrier Island Ecology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
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BIOL 5431: Virology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course.
BIOL 5432: Deep Sea Environments
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5441: Mycology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course. Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually
changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr
"course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is
larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5442: Entomology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course.
BIOL 5443: Plant Taxonomy
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites. "Prior
completion" of BIOL 2120 or 3535 was added for clarity compared against the minimum grade
requirements for the other courses. The schedule type was edited to be consistent with other
lecture/laboratory combination courses in Biology. SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course.
Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in
BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 contact hr lecture scheduled and
multiple 3 contact hour lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room and needs to
have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5444: Ichthyology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites for the course are properly coded in Banner, but the course catalog and CIM lack any
description of prerequisites for this course. They were added during this revision to indicate the minimum
grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course. Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually
changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to
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allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods
scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the
students to pick from).
BIOL 5445: Herpetology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs were added to complete the edits to the course. Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually
changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr
"course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is
larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5460: Phycology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change, but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
The course fee was erroneously set to "no" when there is an already approved course fee, and this fee has
been collected, including spring 2021. The schedule type was also incorrect as this course has a laboratory
component. Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just
a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 contact hr lecture
scheduled and multiple 3 contact hour lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room
and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5500: Bioinformatics and Biotechnology
JUSTIFICATION:
There was an error in the course title of the cross-listed course BIOL 5500G, most likely from the
consolidation process. The abbreviated title was edited by removing the word "and" and replacing it with
an ampersand so both words of the title appear in Banner. The SLOs for this course are not actually
changing, but were entered here for CIM form completion.
BIOL 5530: Wildlife Management
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
The repeatable status of "yes" was erroneously encoded. This was changed to "no."
The SLOs for this course are not actually changing, but were included here for the purpose of CIM form
completion.
BIOL 5542: Aquatic Ecology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in
BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 cr hr

37

lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room
and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5543: Biological Field Experience
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in
BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr "course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and
multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is larger than the lab room and needs to have
multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5570: Stream Ecology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
BIOL 5644: Insect Ecology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
Schedule type was edited to match the other lecture and laboratory courses offered in Biology. The original
coding was erroneous and neglected two of the options. SLOs did not actually change but were added to
complete the edits to the course (for form completeness). Also, the credit and contact hours are not actually
changing. The "0 OR X" hours format is just a trick in BANNER programming to allow for a single 4 cr hr
"course" to have a 3 cr hr lecture scheduled and multiple 0 cr hr lab periods scheduled (when the class is
larger than the lab room and needs to have multiple day/time listings for the students to pick from).
BIOL 5645: Behavioral Ecology
JUSTIFICATION:
The prerequisites were changed to indicate the minimum grade of "C" in BIOL 3131 and BIOL 3133 and
BIOL 3134, which is consistent with all BIOL 4000+ courses. It may be coded correctly in Banner but the
course description did not indicate the minimum grade requirement in the prerequisites.
SLOs did not actually change but were added to complete the edits to the course (for form completeness).
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Biology. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the revised course(s)
was passed.

Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry
New Course(s)
CHEM 5000: Advanced Special Topics in Chemistry
JUSTIFICATION:
No method currently exists for the opportunity to teach a selected topics course on an advanced
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topic suitable to be taught in the dual undergraduate/graduate setting as the only existing Selected Topics
course is currently at the 3000-level. This proposal seeks to remedy that situation.
CHEM 5411: Physical Organic Chemistry
JUSTIFICATION:
This course has been taught several times as a special topics course at both the undergraduate and graduate
levels. We would like to formally make this course a part of our curriculum.
CHEM 5412: Synthetic Organic Chemistry
JUSTIFICATION:
This course has been taught as a special topics course at both the undergraduate and graduate levels in our
department for several years. Our department would like to make this course a permanent addition to our
curriculum. This course will be cross-listed with the graduate version.
Note: 5000G courses have two additional boxes in the form which do not open in a course revision, so that
information will be listed in the Additional Information below.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Chemistry and Biochemistry. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve
the new course(s) was passed.

Revised Course(s)
CHEM 3401: Organic Chemistry I
JUSTIFICATION:
This catalog description is being revised to provide more details on the topics included in the course and to
indicate that a lab component is included in the course (the current description does not include
information pertaining to the lab, which is required to be taken along with the lecture).
All other "changes" (in green) were simply submitted for CourseLeaf completion (they are not changing,
but just had not previously been entered in CourseLeaf).
CHEM 3402: Organic Chemistry II
JUSTIFICATION:
This catalog description is being revised to provide more details on the topics included in the course and to
indicate that a lab component is included with the course (the current description does not include
information pertaining to the lab, which is required to be taken along with the lecture).
All other "changes" (in green) were simply submitted for CourseLeaf completion (they are not changing,
but just had not previously been entered in CourseLeaf).
CHEM 4130: Industrial Science
JUSTIFICATION:
Updating course number in order to cross-list with a similar MS level course. The title change better
reflects the broad base of industries covered in the course. The rest of the form was not actually
changing, but filled in for CIM form completion (had not yet been entered into the online system).
CHEM 4310: Polymer Materials
JUSTIFICATION:
Our department would like to change the course number to a 5000 level in order to cross-list this course
with a similar graduate course. The rest of the form was not actually changing, but filled in for CIM form
completion (had not yet been entered into the online system). Note: 5000G courses have two additional
boxes in the form which do not open in a course revision, so that information will be listed in the
Additional Information below.
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MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Chemistry and Biochemistry. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the
revised course(s) was passed.

b. College of Behavioral and Social Sciences
Dr. Daniel Skidmore-Hess presented the agenda items for the College of Behavioral and
Social Sciences.

Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology
Revised Course(s)
CRJU 3234: Research Methods
JUSTIFICATION:
Students are taking CRJU 3234 without having the necessary background in statistics for
understanding and engaging in social science research.
Per Ms. Barbara King: when the number was changed a few years ago, it was at the time that we
were starting to add learning outcomes. The Student Learning Outcomes were not properly stated.
An approval is acceptable; however, it is recommended to add the necessary Student Learning
Outcomes.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items, pending changes to the SLO’s,
submitted by the Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology. A second was made by Dr. Josh
Kies, and the motion to approve the revised course(s), pending changes, was passed.

Revised Program(s)
BS-CRIM: Criminal Justice and Criminology B.S. (Emphasis in Criminal Justice and Criminology)
JUSTIFICATION:
This is a language change to ensure that students can use their multidisciplinary electives to count
both toward their major requirements and a minor. In addition, a change has been made to update
the course selection to reflect curriculum changes.
BS-CRIM/CYB: Criminal Justice and Criminology B.S. (Emphasis in Cybercrime)
JUSTIFICATION:
This is a language change to ensure that students can use their multidisciplinary electives to count
both toward their major requirements and a minor. In addition, a change has been made to update
the course selection to reflect curriculum changes.
093B: Criminal Justice and Criminology Minor
JUSTIFICATION:
This is updating the course selection to reflect curriculum changes.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Criminal Justice and Criminology. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies and the motion to
approve the revised program(s) was passed.

Department of Sociology and Anthropology
Revised Program
BS-SOCIO: Sociology B.S.
JUSTIFICATION:
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Remove the 9 credit hours of Interdisciplinary Specialty Electives. Electives - require 21 elective
hours (currently have 12 + 9 = 21). Interdisciplinary Specialty Electives are unclear and create
ambiguity.
Ms. Barbara King: A couple of years ago, a sub committee addressed the differences between
concentrations and emphases. It’s a matter of getting consistency across all the different programs
so that concentrations are different from emphases. Based on the way the program is listed, the
emphasis should be changed to concentration. Approval will be granted based on these
amendments.
[***Office of the Registrar- Update: An email communication was received providing further
discussion between Dr. Clare Walsh and Dr. Ted Brimeyer confirming the Social Services program
being an emphasis (since it is only 9 hours) and not a concentration. Based on this information, the
previous recommendation to amend the language may be disregarded.]
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items (pending the amendment of
changing the language from emphasis and replacing it with concentration) submitted by the
Department of Sociology and Anthropology. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to
approve the revised program(s) was passed.

School of Human Ecology
Revised Program
653C: Recreation and Tourism Management Minor
JUSTIFICATION:
We are deleting courses that are no longer being offered; RECR 2131 and RECR 3135.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the School of
Human Ecology. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the revised
program(s) was passed.

c. College of Education
Dr. Deborah Thomas presented the agenda items for the College of Education.
Revised Program
ENDORS-ESOLU: English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Education Undergraduate
Endorsement
JUSTIFICATION:
July 21: Linguistics Dept version (LING 5131) of Applied Linguistics (TCLD 4233) added as an option in
order to allow for faculty sharing across departments and colleges that is necessary due to
mismatches between available faculty with appropriate expertise and the demand for this course.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Middle and Secondary Education. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve
the revised program(s) was passed.

d. College of Arts and Humanities
Mr. Norton Pease presented the agenda items for the College of Arts and Humanities.
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Department of Literature
Revised Course(s)
ENGL 3350: Introduction to African American Literature
JUSTIFICATION:
Our department wants to delete the prereq for ENGL 3350 Intro to African American Literature. Our
intro courses like (3200, 3300, 3400--Intro to Novel, Poetry, Drama) do not have prereqs as these
courses are designed for minors, Ed students looking for content, or students looking for electives or
credits in interdisciplinary majors like Africana Studies. This course is like those.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Literature. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the revised
course(s) was passed.

Department of History
New Course(s)
HIST 3365: Not Just Cowboys and Indians: A History of the US West
JUSTIFICATION:
This course has been offered as a special topics course on two occasions and has been very
successful. It adds to the Department's strengths in the history of race relations and environmental
history.
HIST 5340: The Age of Napoleon in Global Context
JUSTIFICATION:
This course has been offered on at least three occasions as a Special Topics option in the Department of
History, and each time, the Department has noted consistent, growing student demand, as well as
student success in the form of quality research papers. Because this course integrates cultural,
socio-economic, political, military, gender, race, and intellectual history, a diverse ensemble of
students and student interest is, and can be, addressed with this course. Its global focus contributes to
our department’s evolving strengths in transnational and global history, and its inclusion in the catalog
would further intersect with our existing strengths in military history as well. A version of this course
can be taught online at the MA level as part of our Military History online Master’s program as
needed. Furthermore, this course well integrates with our evolving curriculum rotation in eighteenthcentury Atlantic and European History, as well as French and Francophone History. It sits nicely after
HIST 3540: Age of Revolutions in Europe and the Atlantic World and HIST 5336: Revolutionary France,
but as prelude to HIST 5430: Modern France and French Society.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
History. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the new course(s)
was passed.

e.Waters College of Health Professions
Dr. Stephen Rossi presented the agenda items for the Waters College of Health Professions.

Department of Health and Kinesiology
Revised Course HSCC
4950: Practicum
JUSTIFICATION:
Revise primary grade mode to normal and to add other grade mode options - audit and satisfactory.
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MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Health and Kinesiology. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the
revised course(s) was passed.

Department of Rehabilitation Sciences
New Course
RHAB 3500: Human Physiology for Healthcare Professionals
JUSTIFICATION:
There are several reasons for proposing the new required course for the Bachelor of Science in
Rehabilitation Science Program of Study. For several years, professors teaching the Pathophysiology
for Rehabilitation Professionals (RHAB 4111 and RHAB 4112) as well as the Clinical Neuroscience
Course (RHAB 4100) have been forced to spend the majority of time in these courses reviewing and
detailing basic human physiology and systems in an effort to get students up to speed before covering
any disease process. This leaves significantly less time to cover pathophysiology and the rehabilitationcentered approach to treatment. While the 2000-level A&P series lays a foundation for anatomy and
the basics of physiology, students are simply not prepared to study complex pathophysiology upon
completion of these courses. Additionally, this course proposal is in alignment with the feedback we
have received on programmatic assessment. Specifically, the BS-REHAB degree does not currently offer
any courses designed for "reinforcement" of the concepts that are introduced by the Anatomy &
Physiology series. The RHAB 4100, 4111, and 4112 courses (Clinical Neuroscience and Pathophysiology
Series) are designed as courses at the "mastery" level. Addition of RHAB 3500 will allow us to fill this
gap and better serve students at the same time. Along with this proposal, we are submitting a request
to alter the BS and Rehabilitation Sciences degree program to include Human Physiology (RHAB 3500)
as a required course. This course will be taken after the A&Pseries and as a prerequisite for Clinical
Neuroscience and the Pathophysiology series.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
Rehabilitation Sciences. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the new
course(s) was passed.

f. Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health
Dr. Jeff Jones presented the agenda items for the Jiann-Ping Hsu College of Public Health.
Department of General Public Health
Revised Course
PUBH 4233: Topics in Global Epidemiology
JUSTIFICATION:
Adding asynchronous schedule type to allow for online instruction. This change is important to serve
students on the Armstrong Campus. 3/23/2021: Adding PUBH 3231, Epidemiology and Biostatistics, as
a prerequisite based on the Epidemiology faculty's recommendation: students require a base level of
knowledge in statistics from 3231 to be able to perform well in this course.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Department of
General Public Health. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the revised
course(s) was passed.
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g. Allen E. Paulson College of Engineering and Computing
Dr. David Williams presented the agenda items for the Allen E. Paulson College of
Engineering and Computing.

Dean’s Office
Inactivated Course(s)
WBIT 1100: Introduction to Information Technology
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate courses under this program.
WBIT 1310: Programming and Problem Solving I
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 2000: The Enterprise and IT
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 2300: Discrete Mathematics for IT
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 2311: Programming and Problem Solving II
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3010: Technical Communication
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3110: Systems Analysis and Design
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3111: Information Technology Project Management
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3200: Database Design, Development and Deployment
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3400: Introduction to Multimedia
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
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WBIT 3410: Web Applications Development
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3500: Architecture and Operating Systems
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3510: Data Communications and Networking
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 3600: Introduction to E-Commerce
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 4020: Professional Practices and Ethics
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 4030: Senior Project
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 4112: Systems Acquisition, Integration and Implementation
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 4120: Human-Computer Interaction
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 4520: Information Security
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 4601: Customer Relationship Management
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
WBIT 4602: IT Research Seminar
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
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WBIT 4610: IT Policy and Law
JUSTIFICATION:
The Web-BSIT courses will no longer be used, we need to inactivate all WBIT courses.
MOTION:

Dr. Cheryl Aasheim made a motion to approve the agenda items submitted by the Dean’s
Office. A second was made by Dr. Josh Kies, and the motion to approve the inactivated
course(s) was passed.

IV. OTHER BUSINESS
Dr. Cheryl Aasheim stated that the Faculty Senate has addressed the timing of elections and is
planning on holding elections and appointments earlier so that the chair for this committee (and all
committees) are appointed in advance. This will allow the person to have knowledge that they are
going to be in that transition position.
Ms. Doris Mack reminded the Committee of early registration for SARC and Learning Support
beginning October 25, 2021.
Dr. Clare Walsh reminded everyone that the next meeting will be November 16, 2021.

V. ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the committee, the meeting was adjourned on
October 19, 2021, at 4:10 p.m.
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Why are there no employee perks currently available on any of GS campuses? HR has been
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(Please explain why this issue is one of general concern for the Faculty Senate or for
the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or administrative
area. Please note what other, if any, attempts you have made to garner this
information before submitting this request to the Faculty Senate.)
In 2020, information (via GS website) for employee perks was available for the Statesboro
campus with none listed for the Savannah or Liberty campuses. A more recent web search
(10/15/2021) shows that webpages “cannot be found” for perks on any campus. The matter
was submitted to the Faculty Welfare Committee who suggested that an RFI is more suitable for
this issue.
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Academic contract inconsistency?
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Question:
It appears that the academic contract for tenured 9-month faculty used by GaSU for the 20212022 academic year does not match the form document on the USG website (updated
Oct2020). https://www.usg.edu/academic_affairs_handbook/section4/C709. It was
understoodthat these documents are what GaSU used/is supposed to use to comply with the
USG.Comparison was only available for the “Academic Year Contract Forms – Tenured
Personnel”USG form vs an equivalent 2021-2022 contract, thus additional inconsistencies have
to beinvestigated by individuals with appropriate access. If the inconsistency is valid, why did
thisoccur? Were the appropriate forms not used or was the document changed?
RATIONALE(s):
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the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or administrative
area. Please note what other, if any, attempts you have made to garner this
information before submitting this request to the Faculty Senate.)
The University should comply with USG policy. The implications of not doing so are unknownby
the submitter. The missing information itself also needs to be addressed – either in thepresent
discussion or as a separate discussion item.
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The Committee has been working on this topic since February 2021 and we now have a
proposed new (Student Rating of Instruction) SRI survey to present. We would like for this
version to be implemented for the Spring 2022 semester.
RATIONALE(s):
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and then come back and create a permanent one later. It was only a temporary fix. Charge:
Create a permanent SRI instrument that could apply for lectures, labs, and clinicals and
everything in between.
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Q1

The following were relevant to course objectives.
1. Strongly
Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly
Disagree
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Apply

Assignments
Tasks
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Application of skills
Internship
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The following course administrative aspects were clearly communicated in the
syllabus.
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Apply

Grading scale
Attendance
Assignment
Requirements
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Q3

The instructor established a positive learning environment in the course by:
1.Strongly
Agree

2.Agree

3.Disagree

4.Strongly
Disagree

5. Does Not
Apply

Encouraging students to
ask questions
Offering suggestions for
experiencing, learning,
or studying the material
Showing expertise or
skills that I was
expected to learn in this
course
Responding positively to
cultural and linguistic
differences among
students
Including materials from
diverse perspectives



Q4

Diversity is addressed in this course through:
1. Strongly
Agree

2.Agree

3.Disagree

4.Strongly
Disagree

5.Does Not
Apply

Course reading and/or
materials
Course instruction
Course engagement
and/or activities
Course learning
strategies



Q5

Overall, the instructor established a positive learning environment by:
1. Strongly
Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly
Disagree

5. Does Not
Apply

Providing timely
feedback
Giving appropriate
guidance
Displaying willingness to
meet

Start Free Trial
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Q6

My skills and/or knowledge have improved as a result of this course.
1. Strongly
Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly
Disagree

5. Does Not
Apply

.



Q7

The amount of time I spent studying for this course was appropriate and
beneficial to my student learning outcomes.
1. Strongly
Agree

2. Agree

3. Disagree

4. Strongly
Disagree

5. Does Not
Apply

.

Q8

In what ways can the course material be improved to enhance student learning?
And why? (Examples may include but are not limited to reading materials,
lectures, demonstrations, online activities, group work, etc.)


Import from library

Add new question

Add Block

End of Survey

We thank you for your time spent taking this survey.
Your response has been recorded.

Start Free Trial
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Close

Discussion Item Request Print View
SHORT TITLE

(Please provide a short descriptive title that would be suitable for inclusion in the
Senate Agenda.)
Selection of the GS institutional nominee for the Regents’ Teaching Excellence Awards for
Online Teaching

SUBJECT OF DISCUSSION:
(Please state the nature of your request as concisely as possible.)
The Faculty Development Committee has developed a draft process/application
guidelines/rubric to allow the selection of the GS institutional nominee for the Regents’
Teaching Excellence Awards for Online Teaching. They are presented for discussion, feedback
and consideration to the Faculty Senate.
RATIONALE(s):
(Please explain why this issue is one of general concern for the Faculty Senate or for
the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or
administrative area.)
There are no current processes/guidelines allowing GS faculty to be nominated for the
Regents’ Teaching Excellence Awards for Online Teaching, as they exist for the Regent’s SoTL
and Felton Jenkins Award. The FDC proposes to create a formalized pathway for nomination
with associated guidelines/rubric and an opportunity for GS faculty to apply for the award and
to showcase and promote GS faculty achievements at the state level.
If you have an attachment, press the button below to attach to form and send.
Rubric Draft - Regents Online Teaching Award .pdf
45.21 KB
Online award guidelines (2).pdf
76.94 KB
Click here to attach a file

Submmited by:

Phone:
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Re-Enter Email:
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Note to faculty users: Double-check your data before submitting, because the data
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Georgia Southern University
Selection of the GS institutional nominee for the Regents’
Teaching Excellence Awards for Online Teaching
Application Guidelines
Purpose:
The Faculty Development Committee serves as the decision-making body to select the GS
institutional nominee for the Regents’ Teaching Excellence Awards for Online Teaching. No
award is issued at the Georgia Southern level. This award is given at USG level only. The
nomination portfolio will provide the members of the Faculty Development Committee with
information about the nominee’s teaching and scholarly activities designed to advance the quality
of online teaching and learning. The Regents’ Teaching Excellence Award for Online Teaching
recognizes individual faculty and staff for a strong commitment to engaged, online teaching and
student success.
Eligibility:
Current full-time members of the teaching faculty and teaching academic staff must teach a
minimum of 12 credit hours of fully online instruction across the fall, spring, and summer
semesters. Fully online instruction for this award is defined as “95% or more of the course must
be delivered fully online.”
Audience:
The Faculty Development Committee is a diverse group and has representatives from each
academic college and the library. The committee is assisted by the Director of the Faculty Center.
The nomination portfolio will need to present and/or explain the nominee's contributions, so that
faculty members from various and diverse disciplines understand their value.
At the USG level, a special Regents committee, composed of faculty and administrators from
across the USG who are experienced in teaching and learning practices, will review the
nomination portfolios for institutional nominees and recommend finalists for each award at the
system level. For more information/definitions see the Regents’ Teaching Excellence Awards for
Online Teaching.
Required documentation:
Nomination portfolios are limited to 20 pages submitted as a single pdf file, including any
appendices (1” margins, minimum 12-point font for each section below). Incorporating every
kind of evidence will be impossible. Instead, each nominee will want to select only the strongest

and most relevant evidence. Incomplete portfolios or portfolios that do not adhere to stated
requirements will not be reviewed.
Each portfolio must include the following information:
● A Table of Contents for the portfolio. NOTE: The TOC does not count toward the
maximum of 20 pages.
● A nomination letter from the faculty member’s department Chair and one or two
additional letters of support from colleagues qualified to comment on the nominee’s
commitment to quality online teaching, scholarship of online teaching and learning, and
service in promoting quality online teaching. These letters should describe the nominee’s
teaching and why they are especially effective in advancing student learning. See support
letter guidelines below. (limited to 2 pages each)
● A condensed curriculum vitae that includes a brief description of each of the online
courses the nominee has taught in the past three years, including the semesters taught and
number of sections. (2-3 pages)
● A reflective statement that summarizes the nominee’s philosophy, strategies, and
objectives focused on quality online education, including creating student collaboration
in online environments and incorporation of USG standards such as Quality Matters (1 2 pages)
● A brief summary of 2 - 3 innovative teaching artifacts or practices used in the online
environment to promote student success.(2-3 pages)
● One or more letters of support from recent and/or past students.(1-2 pages)
● A well-organized set of documents that provide evidence of the nominee’s extraordinary
commitment to online teaching and leadership excellence such as: data showing success
of the nominee’s students, selected components of course syllabi, online materials,
innovative methods of assessing student learning and achievement, summaries of recent
student evaluations, peer evaluations, student mentoring and advising, peer mentoring,
service and scholarship relevant to promoting online education.
Support letter guidelines:
As part of the nomination process, faculty members must obtain letters of support from two or
three colleagues who are in a position to meaningfully evaluate their contributions to online
learning. The nominee is responsible to provide these guidelines to those who write the support
letters. These letters are open format and must indicate who the recommender is and in what
capacity they have come to know about the nominee’s contributions to online learning. The letter
may address how faculty members achieve some of the following points:
1. Achieve excellence in creating quality online teaching/learning experiences.
2. Update knowledge of effective and innovative online teaching practices.
3. Develop, utilize, and share innovative strategies recognized and promoted by the USG, such
as Quality Matters, for creating quality online education.
4. Continually develop and broaden skills and awareness of technologies to enhance student
collaboration and quality online education.

5. Uphold departmental standards for students to promote effective and equitable assessment in
online environments.
6. Display enthusiasm, consistency and dependability for the possibilities of online education.
7. Any other relevant information about the nominee’s contributions to academic excellence and
quality in online education.
Submission Instructions:
Submit the nomination portfolio by emailing it to the Faculty Development Committee, C/o
Faculty Center at: cte@georgiasouthern.edu no later than 5:00pm on [date]. Thank you.

Rubric - Regent’s Online Teaching Award

Criterion

Does not Meet
Expectations (1)
Table of Contents is
very poorly organized.

Minimally meets
expectation (2)
Table of Contents is
included but may not
be well organized or
presented.

Meets Expectations
(3)
Table of Contents is
included and
presented in an
adequate style.

Nomination Letter
and Letters of Support
from Colleagues (not
students)

The nomination letter
and letter(s) of
support offer a
simple, vague, unclear
or insincere review of
the nominee’s
teaching.

The nomationation
letter and letter(s) of
support review the
nominee’s teaching,
identifying some
highlights of the
nominee’s pedagogy,
but lack specific
examples and/or
persuasive terms,
especially related to
online teaching.

The nomination letter
and letter(s) of
support review the
nominee’s teaching,
identifying many
highlights of the
nominee’s pedagogy.
Examples and
persuasive terms are
at a level to be
expected. May not
contain sufficient
evidence of
excellence in an
online environment.

Condensed
Curriculum Vitae

The curriculum vitae
is out of date or
omits essential
information to help
the committee assess

The curriculum vitae
is up to date, but
might be
comprehensive of all
the applicant’s work

The curriculum vitae
is up to date and has
been condensed to
focus on instructional
accomplishments

Table of Contents

Exceeds Expectations
(4)
Table of Contents is
included and is
presented in a
professional style.

Exceptionally Exceeds
Expectations (5)
Table of Contents is
included. It is
professionally
designed and easily
read.
The nomination letter The nomination letter
and letter(s) of
and letter(s) of
support review the
support provide a
nominee’s teaching,
clearly written
identifying the
overview of the
highlights of the
nominee’s teaching,
nominee’s pedagogy.
reflecting in specific
Examples and
and persuasive terms
persuasive terms
a performance
demonstrate that the beyond even high
nominee goes above
expectations,
and beyond basic
especially as related
teaching expectations, to an online
especially as related
environment.
to an online
environment.
The condensed
The condensed
curriculum vitae is up curriculum vitae is up
to date, emphasizing
to date, emphasizing
instructional
instructional
accomplishments and accomplishments and

the nominee’s
instruction.

instead of
emphasizing
instruction. The
curriculum vitae
might not be
condensed at all.

relevant to this award,
but relevance to the
criteria of this award
is minimal. Little to no
mention of online
instruction is present.

Reflective
Statement/Teaching
Philosophy

The reflective
statement does not
clearly address the
nominee’s teaching
and learning
philosophy, strategies
and objectives.

The reflective
statement minimally
addresses the
nominee’s teaching
and learning
philosophy, strategies
and objectives. No
clear connection is
made to online
teaching or online
best practices.

Summary of Teaching
Artifacts

The application
includes at least one
teaching artifact. The
teaching artifact(s)
might omit
explanation OR the
teaching artifact(s)

The application
includes teaching
artifacts which might
show repetition
and/or vague/unclear
reflection of the
nominee’s teaching

The nominee
communicates a clear
teaching philosophy,
but it might lack
explanation of
theoretical framework
OR it might lack
specific examples to
illustrate its main
points. The teaching
philosophy might
include repetition of
ideas. Passages in the
teaching philosophy
may fail to contribute
to a unified
philosophy. Online
education may not be
stressed.
The application
includes teaching
artifacts that
demonstrate a
connection to this
award but at a basic
level. Application to

de-emphasizing
information not
relevant to the intent
of this award,
including evidence of
understanding best
practices in online
education.
The nominee
communicates a clear
teaching philosophy
with appropriate
evidence and
examples. Evidence
and examples may not
be grounded in
instructional theory,
including best
practices in online
education.

de-emphasizing
information not
relevant to the intent
of this award.
Relevance of
accomplishments is
exceptional, including
in online education.
The nominee
communicates a clear,
specific teaching
philosophy grounded
in respected
instructional theory.
The teaching
philosophy provides
specific examples of
how theory informs
the nominee’s
practice, including
applying best
practices in online
education.

The application
includes teaching
artifacts that
demonstrate a strong
connection to this
award. A variety of
evidence is provided

The application
includes a variety of
teaching artifacts and
summaries of
teaching strategies to
offer a breadth of
examples revealing

might omit reflection
of the nominee’s
instructional
theory/philosophy.
Teaching artifact(s)
might lack clarity or
organization to the
extent that the
committee cannot
assess the nominee’s
instructional practice.

practice, philosophies
or investment in
student success. The
teaching artifacts
might not be clearly
written or might show
some lack of
organization.
Application to online
education may be
absent.

online education may
be minimal.

Letter(s) of Support
from Recent and/or
Students

The letter(s) of
support received
offer a simple, vague,
unclear or insincere
review of the
nominee’s teaching.

The letter(s) of
support reviews the
nominee’s teaching,
identifying some
highlights of the
nominee’s pedagogy,
but lacks specific
examples and/or
persuasive terms,
especially related to
online teaching.

The letter(s) of
support reviews the
nominee’s teaching,
identifying many
highlights of the
nominee’s pedagogy.
Examples and
persuasive terms are
at a level to be
expected. May not
contain sufficient
evidence of
excellence in an
online environment.

Well-organized set of
documents that

Documents do not
demonstrate a strong

Documents
demonstrate a

Documents
demonstrate an

that demonstrates
strengths in
teaching/academic
excellence, including
in an online
environment.

teaching excellence.
These examples not
only reveal the
nominee’s practice
but also indicate their
teaching
theories/philosophies
and reveal an
investment in student
success, including in
an online
environment. This
section of the
application reveals
clear and
well-organized
writing.
The letter(s) of
The letter(s) of
support reviews the
support provide a
nominee’s teaching,
clearly written
identifying the
overview of the
highlights of the
nominee’s teaching,
nominee’s pedagogy.
reflecting in specific
Examples and
and persuasive terms
persuasive terms
a performance
demonstrate that the beyond even high
nominee goes above
expectations,
and beyond basic
especially as related
teaching expectations, to an online
especially as related
environment.
to an online
environment.
Documents
Documents
demonstrate a strong demonstrate an

provide evidence of
the nominee’s online
teaching and
leadership excellence
such as: data showing
success of the
nominee’s students;
selected components
of course syllabi;
handouts; innovative
methods of assessing
student learning and
achievement;
summaries of recent
student evaluations;
peer evaluations;
student mentoring
and advising; peer
mentoring; service
and scholarship
relevant to promoting
online education.

commitment to
teaching and learning,
including online
education.

minimal level of
commitment to
teaching and learning,
including online
education.

adequate
commitment to
teaching and learning,
including online
education.

commitment to
teaching and learning,
including online
education.

exemplary level of
commitment to
teaching and learning,
including online
education.
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Lecturer Salary Inequity Concerns

SUBJECT OF DISCUSSION:
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The inequity in salaries between lectureship positions and the Non-Tenured Track (NTT)
positions at the time of consolidation
RATIONALE(s):
(Please explain why this issue is one of general concern for the Faculty Senate or for
the University and not a matter concerning only an individual college or
administrative area.)
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Note to faculty users: Double-check your data before submitting, because the data
cannot by edited afterward
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Faculty Welfare Committee
Subcommittee: Lecturer Salary Inequities
In Attendance: Marieke Van Willigen, Elizabeth "Betsy" Barrow and Ria Ramoutar
10/13/2021
Senate Executive Committee
Georgia Southern University
Statesboro GA 30460
Summary Statement for Lecturer Salary Inequity Concerns
The consolidation process to form one Georgia Southern University (GS) with the Statesboro,
Armstrong and Liberty campuses has many faculty concerned about salary inequity between
lecturers and the recently hired lecturers and/or limited term faculty converted to non-tenure track
(NTT) assistant professors. GS conducted a faculty salary study in an attempt to make faculty
salaries more equitable across campuses. While some faculty and positions received salary
adjustments, others did not--reasons varied from department to department. However, recent
conversions of limited faculty to NTT positions exacerbated the salary inequities. For instance:
1. Senior lecturers (working at GS for at least 6 years) earn less than limited-term faculty,
whose professional responsibilities were limited to teaching. The rationale for the position
conversion was to comply with USG policies, which had nothing to do with these faculty
members’ performance. Therefore, they received an advance and salary increase while
bypassing traditional review processes that current faculty in lecturer lines must navigate
for promotions.
2. In light of inequities resulting from the conversion, the salary differences will continue. In
that conversion salary differences of ~ $10000 were noted. Lecturers remained at their
current/base salary ($40-45K/10 month) whereas new NTT lines start at a higher base
salary (~$50K/10 month). This 10% difference in salary for the new hires and/or
conversions exacerbates the salary inequities the salary study sought to remedy.
3. As merit pay increases occur these gaps will widen if salary inequities are not addressed
promptly.
4. Although lecturer lines do not require terminal degrees for employment, many lecturers do
hold terminal degrees and contribute significantly to their departments and the university.
These workload/contributions may be comparable to (if not more than) those of some NTT
conversion lines, who have higher salaries than these (senior/principal) lecturers.
Therefore, the faculty requests that a Discussion Item comes forward so that the administration
establishes as a performance excellence priority a reconciliation of these inequities. We ask that
the administration (Provost) report back to the Faculty Senate how these salary inequities will be
addressed, what the timeline will be, and add this goal to Provost’s performance excellence
scorecards.
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This discussion will be a follow-up to the Segal Consulting presentation and Q&A at the
October meeting. Senators expressed concerns at that meeting about the peer institutions
used by Segal in the most recent salary study and about the degree to which the results
differed from the 2019 study, especially with regard to median salaries. Senators might have
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not limited to: • the best ways for faculty to have input on methodology prior to the next
planned study, • the priorities that faculty have for future adjustments, • and the processes for
addressing inversions and related inequities.
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(Please explain why this issue is one of general concern for the Faculty Senate or for
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The next salary study and priorities for future adjustments will likely have impacts across the
university for faculty morale, recruitment, and retention.
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Georgia Southern University Faculty Senate Meeting
October 27, 2021, 4 to 6 p.m.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The meeting was called to order at 4PM.
The Senate approved the minutes from the September meeting.
Kattie Manning from Segal presented information about the methodology used for the Faculty
Salary study. She indicated that the university administration assisted with deciding what
universities the study used in comparison. The study eliminated any university with a medical
school or law school.
Faculty senate discussed changes to the wording of the templates for faculty positions,
especially where it states that all work must be done while living in the state of Georgia.
According to Maura Copeland from Legal Affairs, the university now requires everyone
employed at the university must do work for the university in the state.
The meeting was adjourned at 6:14 PM.
MINUTES
Officers in Attendance: Cary Christian (CBSS, President) Trish Holt (COE, Past President,
Parliamentarian), Jennifer Kowalewski (CAH, Secretary), Robert Terry (CAH, Librarian), Bill
Dawers (CAH, President Elect).
Senators in Attendance: Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC), Chris Kadlec (PCEC), Christine Bedore
(COSM), David Calamas (PCEC), Diana Botnaru (WCHP), Estelle Bester (WCHP), Abid Shaikh
(COSM), Addie Martindale (CBSS), Amanda Hedrick (CAH), Annie Mendenhall (CAH), Eloise
Pitt (CBSS), Finbarr Curtis (CAH), Jay Hodgson (COSM), Jeffrey Riley (CAH), Jonathan Murphy
(CAH), Joshua Kies (WCHP), June Joyner (CAH), Justin Montemarano (COSM), Kari Mau
(WCHP), Katherine Fallon (CAH), Kendra R. Parker (CAH), Kymberly Harris (COE), Leticia
McGrath (CAH), Lisa Costello (CAH), Marieke Van Willigen (CBSS), Mark Hanna (PCOB),
Nancy Remler (COE), Sheri Carey (WCHP), Wendy Wolfe (CBSS - AC), Yi Hu (COSM), Divine
Wanduku (COSM), Cathy MacGowan (COSM), Jessica Garner (LIB), Elizabeth “Betsy” Barrow
(COE), Jim LoBue (COSM), Omid Ardakani (PCOB), Ed Mondor (COSM), Haresh Rochani
(JPHCOPH), Solomon K. Smith (CAH), William Amponsah (PCOB), Mike Nielson (CBSS),
Nedra Cossa (COE), Raymona Lawrence (COPH), Fayth Parks (COE), Barbara Ross (COSM),
Rob Yarbrough (COSM), Kwabena Boakye (PCOB), Worlanyo Eric Gato (COSM), Susan
Hendrix (WCHP), Rami Haddid (PCEC), Paula Tillman (WCHP), Nick Mangee (PCOB).
Alternates in Attendance: Brett Curry (CBSS), Hapsatou Wane (CAH), Ann Fuller (LIB),
Tanesha Osborne (COSM), Maliece Whatley (PCOB), Kip Sorgen (COE), John O’Malley
(PCEC), Marian Tabi (WCHP).
Senators not in Attendance: Delores Liston (COE), Pam Mahan (WCHP), Clint Martin
(PCEC), Amy Potter (COSM), Camille Rogers (PCOB), Chris Hanna (WCHP), Felix Hamza-Lup
(PCEC), Josh Kennedy (CBSS), Kathryn Haughney (COE), Beth Burnett (LIB), Bill Mase
(JPHCOPH), Nathaniel Shank (COSM), Ionut Emil Iacob (COSM), Grant Gearhart (CAH).

Participating Administrators: Kyle Marrero (President), Carl Reiber (Provost), John Lester
(VP University Communications), Scott Lingrell (VP Enrollment Management), Amy Ballagh
(AVP Enrollment Management), Cynthia Groover (Asst. Provost), Diana Cone (Vice Provost),
Maura Copeland (AVP Legal Affairs), Rebecca Carroll (AVP Human Resources), Ron Stalnaker
(Interim VP Business & Finance), Shay Little (VP Student Affairs), Annalee Ashley (Chief of
Staff).
Guests: Megan Small (Faculty Senate GA), Katie Manning (Segal), Kevin Carrington (Segal),
Shelli Casler-Failing (COE).
Attendees: Dustin Anderson, Brad Sturz, Melissa Gayan, Breanna Calamas, Ashley Walker,
Delena Bell Gatch, Trina Smith, Scott Beck, Donna Brooks, Ashlea Anderson, Nikki DiGregorio,
John Kraft, Stuart Tedders, Deborah Walker, Mike Toma, Audra Taylor, Ryan Schroeder,
Suzanne Carpenter, Ted Brimeyer, Mohammad Davoud, DeAnn Lewis, Ashtyn Hutchins,
Matthew Pulliam, Brandi Waters, Tracy Linderholm, Patrick Novotny, Amee Adkins, Michelle
Haberland , Karelle Aiken, Nikiya Lewis, Brenda Richardson, Brenda Blackwell, Clare Walsh,
Cassie Morgan, Cynthia Massie, Amanda Culpepper, Paul Barnes

I.
CALL TO ORDER
Cary Christian called the meeting to order at 4 p.m. He indicated that he wanted to change the
agenda to move the Presentation and Questions on Methodologies used in the Faculty Market
Equity Study first because Katie Manning of Segal had another commitment. No one objected to
moving this to the top of the agenda.
II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA (Pages 1-2)
Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) made the motion and Rob Yarbrough (COSM) seconded approval of
the agenda. Motion passed unanimously
III.

Presentation and questions on methodologies used in the Faculty Market Salary
Equity Study (Katie Manning and Jack Jones, Segal)
Katie Manning presented information pertaining to the methodology associated with the Faculty
Market Salary Equity Study. Jack Jones was not present. Kevin Carrington was present from
the company. Katie Manning indicated that the objective of the study was to ensure faculty
compensation was being done based on the market perspective. Segal followed key steps in
order to collect data upfront, using an organized model to analyze market data. After collecting
data, Segal uses the data to do a competitive assessment comparing the peer groups from
different higher education data that was calculated. Peer groups were taken from various
geographical locations with the administration of Georgia Southern being involved in the
decision making on the composition of the peer group. Segal eliminated any university with
specific schools, such as medical, dental, or law schools, since Georgia Southern University
does not have these programs. The data indicated that 90 percent of the university faculty fall
within the competitive range. Investigating the data from individual colleges indicated that the
university library faculty scored lower on the market median, while those in public health were at
the higher end of the market’s competitive range. Some limitations of the study include the fact
the data might be skewed slightly because some of the peer schools did not have specific
programs. However, Katie Manning indicated that Segal used a larger sample size of peer
universities to compensate for this limitation. She added that Segal felt comfortable with the
data collection process. The findings indicate that most university faculty fell within 20 percent of
the completive range. Bill Dawers (CAH) asked how Segal decided on the peer institution list.
The University System of Georgia has 15 approved peer institutions on the president’s

websites. Of those, nine are R2s. However, with the Segal study, of the peer institutions, 70
percent on the list are not R2. How were they selected? He also indicated he wondered if there
would be anyway to release more information about the methodology itself. Katie Manning
indicated that the peer list was reviewed by the university leadership as those universities that
were not a mirror copy of Georgia Southern University, but as a best fit. Segal used universities
that were a close fit to Georgia Southern based on a variety of reasons, including financial
factors. For example, Segal is located in Florida. The universities in Florida have a number of
marine biology programs that might impact the peer group. This was the reason for using a peer
group that the study could extrapolate a range. She added that Segal could not do that. Marieke
Van Willigen (CBSS) wondered whether Segal had taken into account how Georgia Southern
had a promotion ladder for lecturers. Other universities do not have a way for lecturers to obtain
tenure-like status. She also asked about the non-tenure track assistant and associate professor
positions. Some professors’ work include research, while others are teaching-based positions.
Katie Manning indicated that was the reason Segal had done the study with a range of
competitive pay. This allowed the university to take individual cases into account and pay
individuals according to their background. The study is meant as a guideline for the university
into competitive pay. And the study also indicated, from a modeling perspective, that pay can be
adjusted based on rank and other factors that go into pay. Segal would recommend to look at
the disciplines as well as the market to determine if there is a gap in pay for certain ranks. Rob
Yarbrough (COSM) indicates his concern was a faculty member completed a comparable study
in 2018 with differing results. Faculty have found significant differences in the median from the
study done a few years ago, in house, versus the Segal study. Many discrepancies might be
related to the peer institutions used for the study done by a professor at Georgia Southern
versus Segal. Katie Manning indicated that Segal did a comparable staff study in 2018/2019.
Segal used the same peer institutions in the current study to the one completed by Segal in
2018/2019. By using the same peer institutions from the staff study in 2018/2019 to the faculty
study now, there is consistency in the data. President Kyle Marrero jumped in to explain that the
university could no longer use studies done by professors at Georgia Southern for salary
studies, and the university needed an independent consultant. Rob Yarbrough (COSM) added
he had concern from himself, as well as other faculty, that the faculty study done in house had
used different peer institutions that were consistent with what had been on the president’s
website versus different peer institutions that had been used in the Segal study. To him, the two
studies were comparing apples to oranges. Mark Hanna (PCOB) indicated that although the
peer institutions used might be similar from a financial or staffing perspective, yet different from
an academic perspective. He wondered if there was a reason that the same internal peer
groups were not used. He added that he wondered based on the president’s comments that
Georgia Southern was required to not only hire someone from outside the university to do the
study, but also use different peer institutions than what the university has indicated on the
president’s website. Katie Manning indicated that the study used a different peer group than
what Georgia Southern has internally because many of the peer institutions did not line up
exactly in terms of faculty as a whole. This is common practice to look at other peer groups to
get variability in the data to determine a range. She added that the to determine which were
peer institutions was a collaborative effort between Segal, who has experience in studies like
these, and the administration. President Marrero indicated that when he came to Georgia
Southern, the university was having severe budget cuts. However, he wanted to do something
for faculty to ensure the university was paying a competitive salary based on comparison with
other universities. Segal used consistency in developing peer institutions between the staff
study and the faculty study. Provost Carl Reiber indicated that some of the peer institutions
listed on the president’s website have medical schools or law schools. As those become outliers
that would have skewed the data, the administration and Segal decided to eliminate those peer
institutions that had those specific programs. Large professional schools would have skewed

the salary study. President Kyle Marrero indicated that could be a reason for the difference
between the salary study done by a university faculty member in 2019 versus the current study
completed by Segal. The university has a commitment to set parameters that the administration
feels are equitable and fair. He added that the administration would like to continue to work with
faculty about concerns regarding the faculty salary study by Segal. Provost Carl Reiber
indicated Segal asked for a focus group of university faculty to be formed to help work with
Segal on additional peer institutions that could be added in additional data. Justin Montemarano
(COSM) indicated that he wondered if Segal would discuss the variation in the study based on
different titles of faculty members. Katie Manning indicated she could not look at specific
individuals, but they could look at specific ranks to determine the range. Marieke Van Willigen
(CBSS) indicated that the study appeared to not take into account years of experience with
each position. Would future studies take into account years of experience? Katie Manning
indicated Segal could not take into account specific information like years of experience
because that is not part of the market data. However, years of experience is different based on
institutions. Bill Dawers (CAH) indicated that the previous study identified issues of inversion,
and he wondered whether faculty senate and administration needed to work together moving
forward on follow-up studies. President Kyle Marrero indicated that the university needed to look
at where Inversion Compression had occurred and what is feasible to assist in getting faculty
pay within the range set by the Segal study. Mike Nielson (CBSS) said the main issue for most
faculty is that the president’s website lists peer institution, like Boise State, but the Segal study
used other peer institutions. He wondered why the peer institutions on the president’s website
were not used in the peer institution in the study. Provost Carl Reiber indicated that the
University System of Georgia has indicated to Georgia Southern which peer institutions should
be considered overall, but for the salary study, other peer institutions were used based on what
colleges and departments had indicated were peer institutions. He added that he did not know
how the University System of Georgia had developed the peer institutions on the president’s
website.

IV. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Jennifer Kowalewski (CAH), SENATE SECRETARY, presented the August minutes. Cary
Christian (CBSS) indicated one correction needed to be made. Barbara Ross was a senator for
the Liberty Campus, but she was listed as an attendee. She will be moved in the section for
faculty senators. No other corrections were needed, and the minutes were approved.

IV. LIBRARIAN’S REPORT
The Librarian Report was from October 12, 2021. The report was for informational purposes
only.
A. Graduate Committee
Shelli Casler-Failing (COE) indicated that there were four programs’ revisions and one
deleted certification from the meeting. The committee also approved six new course
proposals, nine course revisions and one course deletions. Cary Christian (CBSS)
indicated that the motion to approve and adopt were in the report. The committee report
was adopted unanimously.

B. Undergraduate Committee
Clare Walsh (CBSS) indicated that there were 20 items on the agenda. Fifteen were revised
courses and five were revised programs. Cary Christian (CBSS) indicated that the motion to
approve and adopt were in the report. The committee report was adopted unanimously.

C. General Education and Core Curriculum Committee
Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) indicated that the committee had no curriculum submitted at the
meeting. However, the committee continued to work on the core curriculum assessment
process. She indicated that she wanted to make two points. 1. The office of IAA had helped
in training with folio and reliability with those who analyze the assessment documents. 2.
With Core Assessment, she believed that the university could move to a two year cycle.

V.

FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
No Unfinished Business
NEW BUSINESS
A. REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
No RFIs

B. DISCUSSION ITEMS
i. Template for Faculty Position Advertisements
Rob Yarbrough (COSM) indicated that he would present this discussion item for Michelle
Haberland, who had asked about the issue. The university has made several changes to the
standard template for faculty position hiring. The changes included removing the appeal to
applicants from underrepresented groups, as well as the removal of the requirement for an
inclusive excellence statement from applicants. The changes also indicate that employees must
physically work in the state of Georgia. Marieke Van Willigen (CBSS) indicated that she shared
the concerns of other faculty that the university might not have as many qualified applicants for
positions because of the new template, as well as the negative publicity right now with the
University System of Georgia changes to Tenure & Promotion. She indicated that her
department was no longer allowed to ask for inclusive excellence information from applicants
any longer. Provost Carl Reiber explained that the department can ask applicants about their
inclusive excellence initiative in the interviews. He asked Maura Copeland from Legal Affairs to
explain. She indicated that if the statement is needed as part of the job, the university could
require it. However, if the statement is not needed as part of the specific job requirement, the
university could no longer require this. Other universities, such as University of California –
Berkley, had gotten into legal trouble for requiring similar items in the application process.
However, departments can ask about the inclusive excellence initiative in the interview process.
Amanda Hedrick (CAH) asked why her department was allowed to ask how the faculty would
work with a diverse population in the latest application process. Maura Copeland, from Legal
Affairs, explained if the faculty position requires an individual to work with diverse population,
the university can change the template to ask for such information. However, the university
cannot ask for the information unless it is part of the job description. The university can ask
about teaching courses to a diverse population; however, the university cannot ask about the
applicants’ personal viewpoint regarding race and gender. President Kyle Marrero indicated that
the university asked whether such statements could pose a legal risk to the university. If the
information is part of the specific job function, the university can ask in the application itself. If
the information is not needed as part of the job function, the university can ask for the

information in the interview process. Finbarr Curtis (CAH) researched the new university policy
that requires all work must be done while working physically in the state of Georgia. He
indicated many professors must travel to do research. For example, if someone travelled for an
archeological dig, this is more dangerous than sitting in your home office teaching. Professors
must do their own research. In New York State, people are considered employees if they work
in the state for 14 days. However, professors are usually exempt from such rules if they are in
the state doing research while being employed for a university in another state. He wondered
what the legal implications are here regarding the new policy. Maura Copeland from Legal
Affairs indicated that different states have different laws pertaining to when someone becomes
an employee in that state. The issue arises when a professor might work in one state but live in
the other state. If the university were a private company, the university would have to get an
attorney in other states if they have employees living in those states. However, as a public
entity, the university cannot do this. So, to eliminate risk that the university might have, the
university has changed the policy to require all employees must work physically in the state of
Georgia, even if they live in another state. When it comes to professor’s research, because they
are doing their own research, and have chosen this topic, they can still do research in other
states or countries. However, if they are teaching, they must teach from Georgia. If a professor
decides to violate these policies, the university will consider them in violation of the policy. The
university will no longer have to provide workers compensation if the individual would get hurt
while teaching in another state. Annie Mendenhall (CAH) questioned whether an employee
could sign a telework agreement if they were researching outside of Georgia but had planned
on teaching a class. Maura Copeland indicated professors cannot teach outside of the state of
Georgia even when they are doing their research outside of the state. Jim LoBue (COSM)
questioned whether a faculty member on leave can go to another institution. Maura Copeland
(Legal Affairs) indicated that as long as someone is not doing work specifically for Georgia
Southern, they can go to another institution. She added that research is an individual choice, so
she would argue that individuals who do research outside of the state are considered private
contractors and can do their work out of state. Carl Reiber (Provost) indicated as long as the
faculty goes through the process and has conflict of interest statement approved, the faculty can
work out of state. Finbarr Curtis (CAH) indicated that he researched the issue of working out of
state. One of the reasons is that each state has different rules regarding workers compensation.
However, people are more likely to get injured doing research on an archaeological site out of
state, as compared to teaching an asynchronistic class online sitting at their home out of state.
He worried that the university might lose student credit hours because the university will have
less classes taught online during the summer because less faculty will be available to teach
because they travel over the summer. He added that he looked at other policies and found that
University of Arizona has a policy where professors have to get permission to teach out of state.
The university should have a conversation regarding the policy. With the research he did, he
found one university that had a similar policy. Maura Copeland (Legal Affairs) indicated that she
did not come up with the law. Other states have laws regarding people working within their
states, whether they work for a university in another state or not. She indicated there is a
difference for private versus public companies. As a public entity, the university cannot have
employees outside of the state. The Office of Legal Affairs cannot be experts on laws in other
states. However, the policy is fluid, as in if the departments cannot function with the new policy,
the university can discuss the matter further. Mike Nielson (CBSS) asked whether if someone
had to be Florida for 30 days during the summer, but that would be in June or July, would they
have to teach A term? Maura Copeland (Legal Affairs) indicated yes, they would have to teach
A term to ensure they did not violate the policy. She indicated that study abroad would be
different. For example, the university does not have someone full-time in Wexford, Ireland.
However, the university has insurance for those faculty who travel there with students. With
other study abroad programs, she indicated that the university would have a good argument in

court as to why those faculty should follow state laws, rather than laws in other states or other
countries. Carl Reiber (Provost) indicated that study abroad programs are different as these
programs already ask for students to get additional insurance. With these established programs,
the university has different policies in place. Marieke Van Willigen (CBSS) asked whether
someone who travels out of state, like Alabama, could do research in those states. She added
that she wondered whether the same policy applied to other universities in the University
System of Georgia. Maura Copeland responded that the university cannot have employees in
other states, such as Alabama. However, teaching is different than research, as research
comes down to individual choice. Someone doing research outside of the state is allowed. As
for other University System of Georgia institutions, they do not have the same policy, but she
indicated that she believes many universities will have similar policies soon. She added that
other institutions have more money and can have legal representatives in other states who can
handle issues if employees are teaching a class but living in another state. However, Georgia
Southern does not have the same representation. Diana Botnaru (WCHP) had two questions. 1)
Is the 10-day period renewable? 2) If a professor is teaching online during the summer, they
cannot teach the class out of state? Maura Copeland (Legal Affairs) indicated that the 10-day
period is a safe amount of time. If someone goes outside of the state for a five-day period, than
an eight day period, and then breaks their leg, they will not be able to file a workers
compensation claim. If they are teaching online, they have to still teach in the state. Nancy
Remler (COE) indicated she wanted to go back to the original discussion item, and that was
why the university felt they had to put the policy in the advertisement in the first place. Carl
Reiber (Provost) indicated that since the pandemic, individuals have asked more to teach
remotely. The university felt it was necessary to let individuals know upfront they would have to
move to Georgia for these positions. Maura Copeland (Legal Affairs) added that if the wording
was confusing, the university could look at that to see if they could rework it. Rob Yarbrough
(COSM) indicates what should departments tell candidates who call them asking about the
policy. He added he could not understand how the university could differentiate faculty teaching
outside the state versus faculty who did research outside the state. Maura Copeland (Legal
Affairs) indicated that individuals can live wherever they would like in the state; however,
Georgia Southern is not set up to support remote learning from other states. She added that she
could see a difference in teaching versus research. Carl Reiber (Provost) responded by
indicating that the university gives latitude to faculty about their research. Faculty can research
wherever they need to research from; however, for teaching, they must be in state. Melissa
Gayan (CAH) indicated that the issue she has noted is for those who live in other states. Some
faculty live in South Carolina. The policy is handcuffing faculty. The new policy would require
faculty to come to their office for office hours or teaching. She added that faculty do not have to
be on campus to do their job well. Carl Reiber (Provost) responded that the policy did not tell
faculty they have to live in state. The policy requires faculty to work in state. So, faculty should
come to campus to complete office hours, or work with other faculty. Scholarship can be done
anywhere. If the policy is confusing, the university could work on the wording to make the policy
clearer for faculty and those candidates who might apply for positions at Georgia Southern.
June Joyner (CAH) wondered what the reason for the policy was. She said she heard this
related to insurance. What would happen if someone had to travel for a conference, but planned
to teach their class? They oftentimes had to fill out forms regarding travel expenditure. Carl
Reiber (Provost) indicated that the university was trying to get ahead of the issue. He added that
if someone was traveling for university-related business, faculty would need to get university
approval. The faculty should be fine teaching a course. Kyle Marrero (President) had to leave
the meeting because of a prior engagement; however, he felt the policy would show candidates
that the university was trying to be on the forefront of issues. The university can still be ahead of
this issue. Katherine Fallon (CAH) asked whether the big schools, such as University of Georgia
or Georgia Tech, had similar policies. Maura Copeland (Legal Affairs) indicated that the bigger

schools had more money to hire additional legal representatives in other states. Georgia
Southern cannot. One of the bigger issues is that Georgia Southern cannot have legal
representatives in other states to handle issues if they arise.
The meeting would be going passed 6 p.m., so the Faculty Senate needed a motion to extend
the meeting by 15 minutes. Bill Dawers (CAH) moved and Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) seconded.
Motion carried.

C. Motions
i.

Faculty Senate Bylaws Revisions Articles IV and V

Diana Botnaru (WCHP) explained the original bylaw needed to change for clarification purpose.
Maura Copeland (Legal Affaris) indicated she worried about the language regarding committee
replacements where “members are unable to completely fulfill their duty.” She indicated the
university might have legal issues with the statement. Mark Hanna (PCOB) indicated that the
matter should be take up in the Senate Execute Committee meeting; therefore, the Faculty
Senate did not need to vote on this. The motion passed unanimously to have this go to SEC.

V.

PRESIDENT’S REPORT

Cary Christian (CBSS) noted the president had to leave, so the Faculty Senate had no
president’s report.

VI. PROVOST’S REPORT
Carl Reiber (Provost) indicated that the university’s hard work come to fruition with the several
new graduate programs being passed by the University System of Georgia. The university has a
Master of Science in environmental science and a Ph.D. in environmental science. The
university also has a master’s in nutrition and athletic training, and a master’s in supply chain
and logistics. The university has a new Bachelor of Science in coastal plain science
sustainability. The university is working on recruitment. The university has seen a lot of positive
growth recently.

VII. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND UPDATES
Cary Christian (CBSS) indicated that an ad hoc committee is being formed to help with the
change in policy through the University System of Georgia on the Tenure and Promotion Policy.
The committee will be tasked with determining how to define student success, which is a new
pillar that faculty will be assess on for tenure and promotion.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT
Cheryl Aasheim (PCEC) made the motion and Bill Dawers (CAH) seconded. The motion passed
unanimously. The meeting ended at 6:14 p.m.

